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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION 


O attempt a volume on the War of 1812 after 

Henry Adams and Captain Mahan is a daring 
task; yet there is room for a brief treatment which 
shall show the causes of that struggle, its main 
events, and the effect upon the nation. Taking up 
the controversy over neutral rights where Channing’s 
Fe ffersonian System (chapter xx.) leaves it, President 
Babcock in two introductory chapters (i. and ii.) 
sketches the party situation, including the expira- 
tion of the United States Bank; then describes 
frontier conditions and relations with the Indians; 
then the devious French and English diplomacy of 
1811 and 1812, preliminary to the war. 

Chapters iv. and v. discuss the actual outbreak and 
the play of party and passion in Congress and in the 
states. Three chapters (vi.—viii.) describe in succes- 
sion the northern, the naval, and the southern and 
central campaigns. In this space it is possible only 
to sketch the actual military movements; but room 
has been found for characterization of the armies, 
navies, and officers contending against each other. 

Chapter ix. goes into the internal struggle between 
the supporters and opponents of the war, culminat- 
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ing in the Hartford Convention of 1814; and the book 
brings out clearly how dangerous the crisis really was. 
The peace negotiations at Ghent occupy chapter x.; 
and chapter xi. is a brief but lucid summary of the 
immediate results of the war upon national feeling. 

_ The remainder of the book justifies the title of 
Rise of American Nationality, for in four chapters 
(xii._xv.) the evidence of a new national spirit is 
shown in the status of parties, in the foundation of a 
new national finance, including the second bank and 
the tariff of 1816, and in the progress of internal im- 
provements. Chapters xvi. and xvii. include the dip- 
lomatic relations with England down to the fisheries 
treaty of 1818, and the relations with Spain through 
the treaty of 1819. The attitude of the supreme 
court to the rise of American nationality is studied 
in chapter xviii., which follows the subject from the 
point where it was left by Channing’s Fe ffersonian 
System, chapter 1x. 

The author does not shrink from laying bare the 
mistakes of our fathers in the War of 1812: the in- 
eptitude of the military administration; the violence 
of party opposition; the disgraceful defeats in most 
of the conflicts on land; but the helplessness of the 
war period is strongly contrasted, first, with the 
brilliance of the naval operations; second, with the 
growth of national pride and national consciousness 
when the war was over; and, third, with the new 
point of view of European nations towards the great 
American republic, 


AUTHOR’S PREFACE 


N the pages of this volume I have striven to 

show how the United States achieved its real 
emancipation from European domination and be- 
came a nation—how, in a word, like the ship in 
Kipling’s story, the nation found itself. Certainly 
not until after the Napoleonic period and the War 
of 1812 did the United States come really to the 
knowledge of what was meant by the fine words, 
“free, sovereign, and independent.” How the 
United States wrestled against principalities and 
powers, through good fortune and ill; how it strug- 
gled with warring forces and factions within its 
borders, even within its own government; how in 
the flush of victory and the shame of defeat there 
was born a sense of unity and the possibility of a 
new and really national life; how old party lines and 
old party cries were abandoned ; how the west loomed 
large in national councils for the first time; and, 
finally, how the potent force of several great per- 
sonalities worked on and through the other factors 
—all these things I have tried to bring out clearly. 

I have not hesitated to elaborate accounts like 
that of the struggle for the recharter of the first 
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Bank of the United States, where by so doing I could 
illustrate concretely conditions or forces of primary 
importance. The final chapter is given to “The 
Great Decisions of the Supreme Court,’’ because the 
work of the court was the cementing of the other- 
wise loosely laid wall on which vigorous, expansive 
nationality was to rise. 

The injunction to rely chiefly upon original ma- 
terials has been cordially observed, even when it has 
necessitated reference to rare and obscure books. 
On the other hand, certain secondary works, such as 
Henry Adams’s United States and Mahan’s War of 
1812 have such peculiar elements of strength that 
it would be folly for a writer of a more general work 
to neglect them. 

My obligations to the editor of this series for his 
generous and wise suggestions and helpful criticisms 
may be expressed here only in general; they are but 
one more group of entries in an already long account 
extending over ten years. For valuable assistance I 
desire to express my obligations to Professor Clyde 
A. Duniway, of Leland Stanford Junior University ; 
Professor Samuel B. Harding, of Indiana University ; 
and Professor Sidney C. Newsom, of the University 
of Arizona, who read critically a good part of the 
manuscript of the volume; to the librarians of Har- 
vard University, University of California, and Leland 
Stanford Junior University, and to Mr. David M. 
Matteson for assistance in preparing the maps. 

KENDRIC CHARLES BABCOCK. 
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TAEARISE OF 
AMERICAN NATIONALITY 


CHAPTER I 


THE REIGN OF FACTION 
(1809-1811) 


HEN James Madison became president, in 

1809, the United States had been nominally 
a “free, sovereign, and independent” nation for a 
quarter-century, but no one knew better than the 
president himself, who had served eight years as 
secretary of state, how far from the full reality of 
independence the nation was. Between the mill- 
stones of English orders and French decrees he had - 
seen the freedom of American commerce, the honor 
of the nation, and the safety of its citizens ground 
to dust. The problem before the young nation in 
the decade following the inauguration of Madison 
was how to attain to a freedom that was real, an 
independence which was not merely recognized but 
respected, a sovereignty which was at once dynamic 
and efficient. In this period the nation, by wrest- 
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ling with “ principalities and powers’”’ abroad and at 
home, was able to find itself, to escape from a half- 
colonial position towards the Old World, and to turn 
its energies, after 1815, to the necessary social, 
economic, political, and international readjustments 
incident to the new national status. The history 
of this time of transition and re-creation, its forces, 
its men, and its important measures, constitutes the 
theme of this volume. 

The first two years of Madison’s administration, 
from 1809 to 1811, brought him the bitter fruits of 
Jefferson’s foreign and domestic policies—the non- 
intercourse acts; deeper and more inextricably 
tangled relations with England and France; the 
trouble with Erskine; the ambiguous and incon- 
sistent replies of the French; more deep-seated and 
venomous hatred of the commercial classes, espe- 
cially of New England Federalists; and, lastly, a 
factional fight within the Republican party which 
has rarely been equalled for unscrupulous methods 
and use of power. In the face of such factionalism, 
the mild and uninspiring Madison made but a poor 
figure, with no weapons save patience and concession, 
and with few trustworthy advisers save Gallatin and 
Jefferson. By 1811 both the executive and legislative 
departments were reduced to the lowest terms com- 
patible with the continuance of the federal Union. 


‘On the first two years of Madison’s administration, see 
Channing, Feffersonian System (Am. Nation, XII.), chaps. 
XVii.—xix. 
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In the personnel of his cabinet from 1809 to 1811 
Madison must have been conscious that he had at 
once some of the weakest as well as some of the 
strongest, some of the most disloyal as well as some 
of the most loyal, of all the men who had ever been 
called to cabinet office. At the outset he had felt 
compelled, for political considerations, to refuse to 
transfer Gallatin from the treasury to the state 
department, a promotion to which, by all the un- 
written laws of succession and eminent fitness, he 
was really entitled. Instead, Madison appointed the 
dull, incapable, half-loyal Robert Smith to the first 
place in his cabinet, quite as much to the surprise of 
Smith’s friends as of his foes, since the president 
knew the man thoroughly, from eight years’ service 
with him in Jefferson’s cabinet.’ 

Robert Smith, secretary of state, and his brother, 
Samuel Smith, senator from Maryland and leader 
of a faction in the Senate, hated Gallatin, secretary 
of the treasury, with a cordial and sleepless hatred 
which lost no opportunity to defeat his plans and 
to humiliate him personally. For two years they 
thwarted the wisest policies of the administration, 
particularly the financial measures, and in speeches 
and in the newspapers of allied editors, like Duane 
of the Philadelphia Aurora, they aired their malig- 

nity. It is not greatly to Madison’s credit that he 
endured these humiliations for two years. 


1 Federal Republican (Baltimore), April 4, 1811; Adams, 
United States, V., 5-11. 
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By far the most important measure which suffered 
from the attacks of these malcontents was the bill 
for renewing the charter of the Bank of the United 
States upon the expiration of its original term of 
twenty years, March 4, 1811. The American stock- 
holders of this great financial institution, as provi- 
dent business men, presented to the Senate as early 
as April, 1808, a memorial for renewal, so that if 
Congress should decide to refuse extension of the 
charter, the business of the bank might be closed up 
without shock. There was good ground to doubt 
whether the undeniable success of the bank would 
appeal to the political leaders of a party which for 
twenty years had denounced it as an unconsti- 
tutional Federalist invention. Albert Gallatin, as 
secretary of the treasury, presented a report on this 
memorial in March, 1809, just before the expiration 
of the tenth Congress. His judgment was highly 
favorable; he stated the advantages of the bank to 
the United States, and suggested the outlines of an 
amended charter. He showed that in round num- 
bers, with a capital of $10,000,000, it had paid 
annual dividends of eight and one-fourth per cent., 
had notes in circulation amounting to $5,000,000, 
liabilities of $13,000,000, and resources of $33,000,- 
ooo. He approved the bank’s management as 
sound and conservative.' 

Not until the following year, however, did Con- 


‘Am. State Paps., Finance, I1., 301; Annals of Cong., 10 
Cong., 2 Sess., 456. 
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gress give serious consideration to the petition of the 
stockholders; but even then it was so much absorbed 
in the non-intercourse measure that postponement 
again resulted, The previous petition remaining un- 
answered, a new one was presented, dated Decem- 
ber 10, 1810, setting forth the reasons why renewal 
should be granted. At the request of Senator 
William H. Crawford, of Georgia, a man in financial 
matters after Gallatin’s own heart, the secretary of 
the treasury presented once more the reasons favor- 
ing renewal of the bank’s charter. He indorsed 
substantially the arguments of the petitioners, de- 
claring that banks were necessary for the business of 
the government, that a responsible, well-capitalized, 
wide-reaching, government-controlled bank had in- 


estimable advantages over state banks. “It is not 
perceived,”’ he said, “... that a single advantage will 
accrue to the public from the change. .. . In the 


critical situation of the country, new evils ought not 
to be superadded and a perilous experiment be at- 
tempted, unless required by imperious necessity.”’ * 

While the constitutionality of the bank was not 
a matter for the secretary of the treasury to decide, 
he was willing to give his opinion “that the bank’s 
charter having for a number of years been acted 
upon or acquiesced in as if constitutional by all the 
constituted authorities of the nation, and thinking 
myself the use of banks to be at present necessary 
for the exercise of legitimate powers of government, 


1 Annals of Cong., 11 Cong., 3 Sess., 112, 123. 
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the continuation of the bank of the United States 
has not... appeared to me to be unconstitutional.”’ 
That the Republicans should revamp the constitu- 
tional argument against the bank might have been 
foreseen, although Jefferson himself had signed a bill 
for establishing branches in the territories; and the 
United States by the sale of its original stock had 
made a net profit of about $670,000. 

Weighty as were the arguments of the petitioners, 
the secretary of the treasury, and Senator Crawford, 
they availed little against Congressional ignorance 
of finance, strong partisan prejudices, and, when- 
ever Gallatin was concerned, the unremitting vindic- 
tiveness of Smith, Giles, and Leib, backed by Du- 
ane’s Aurora in Philadelphia and by the Richmond 
Inquirer. Arrayed against the arguments just stated 
were these: the unforgivable circumstance that the 
_ bank was a Federalist device denounced by all good 
Republicans when out of power; that eighteen thou- 
sand of the twenty-five thousand shares of the bank 
were owned in Europe, chiefly in England—a state 
of things really “equivalent to a score of British 
frigates or regiments lent to the United States to 
use against England in war’’;' that convenient 
doubt existed as to the constitutionality of the 
original act; and that the bank in making loans 
had committed the awful crime of too closely inves- 
tigating would-be borrowers. Last, but not least, 
of the forces opposing the recharter were those per- 

1 Adams, United States, V., 328. 
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sons and states interested in the multiplication of 
state banks. The bank had been like a system of 
Roman roads and fortresses for the treasury depart- 
ment, offering easy transport and safety. Out of 
the ruins of this bank, local banks, financiers, poli- 
ticians, and speculators would hastily build shaky 
and insecure structures which the United States 
would be compelled to use, paying always a high 
rental. 

Bills for renewal were introduced independently in 
the Senate and in the House, and the speech-making 
on an elaborate scale began. The legislatures of 
Virginia and Pennsylvania, states which held stock 
in their own banks, “instructed” their senators and 
“requested” their representatives to prevent the 
renewal of the charter of the bank. In the course 
of the debate in the Senate, the palm for clear un- 
derstanding and logical, judicial presentation of the 
merits of the question belonged to Crawford. Giles, 
of Virginia, spoke in favor of the doctrine of implied 
powers and against the binding force of instructions, 
but voted against the bill. One man of the opposi- 
tion spoke words which rose up day and night for a 
generation to trouble him. “The power to charter 
companies,’ said Henry Clay, of Kentucky, “is not 
specified in the grant, and I contend is of a nature 
not transferable by mere implication. ... Is it to 
be imagined that a power so vast would have been 
left by the wisdom of the constitution to doubtful 


1 Annals of Cong., 11 Cong., 3 Sess., 201, 706. 
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inference?’ Five years later, and thenceforward 
throughout his lifetime, these sentiments were the 
shibboleth by which Clay’s opponents were tested.’ 

The recharter bill, in January, was postponed in- 
definitely by the House by a vote of 65 to 64; in the 
Senate, after another month of suspense for Gallatin 
and the bank, the corresponding bill was killed by 
Vice-President Clinton, who broke the tie of 17 to 
17 by casting his vote against recharter. The bank 
applied to the legislature of Pennsylvania for a new 
charter, offering the generous bonus of forty thou- 
sand dollars a year. But even a Pennsylvania leg- 
islature, after instructing its senators against the 
recharter of this bank, or the chartering of any 
new bank, was not willing to change its principles 
for this shining price. The bank, therefore, put its 
effects in the hands of trustees to wind up its busi- 
ness.” 

Thus, by an act of political vandalism, the United 
States was deprived of a most efficient financial agent 
at a time, of all times between 1789 and 1860, when 
there was the greatest need for the resourcefulness 
and steadying power of a solid bank. Revenues 
declined with the revival of non-intercourse with 
England. War, with its inevitable loans, was im- 
minent. There was strong pressute to multiply 
weak and unsafe state banks. All these things 


1 Annals of Cong., 11 Cong., 3 Sess., 211. 
? Ibid., 346, 826; Nules’ Register, 1., 336; cf. Dewey, Financial 
Hist. of the U. S., § 58. 
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should have helped to open the eyes even of way- 
farers in the fields of finance. It took five years of 
the most dismal and disheartening experiences, with 
a handicapped and sometimes bankrupt treasury, to 
bring the Republicans to favor a national bank. 
When at last the time did come to revive the in- 
stitution, even Senator Smith, of Maryland, and 
Henry Clay voted for the bill; and President Madison, 
who had seemingly done nothing to help Gallatin in 
1811, signed the act creating a new bank with three 
and a half times the capital of the first bank of the 
United States." 

The full meaning of the defeat of the bank bill was 
probably clearer to Gallatin than to any other man. 
It was, in fact, a turning - point in the history of 
Madison’s first administration, for it proved that 
faction was triumphant. The simple, obvious fact 
was that a bill which Gallatin deemed vitally im- 
portant to the success of his department had been 
deliberately defeated. Yet this was only one, 
though perhaps the culminating, instance of the re- 
fusal of the Republicans in Congress to recognize the 
president. and cabinet as their real leaders. Other 
measures of scarcely less importance than the bank 
bill, measures recommended by the administration, 
had been mutilated beyond usefulness, or had been 
stifled by the “invisibles’’ in the Senate and cabinet. 
The administration had been humiliated by repeated 
rejections of nominations sent to the Senate, not- 


1 See below, chap. xiii. 
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ably that of Alexander Wolcott as’ successor to 
Justice Cushing of the supreme court.* Well might 
John Randolph declare in a private letter in 1811: 
“The truth seems to be that he [Madison] is presi- 
dent de jure only. Who exercises the office de facto, 
I know not, but it seems agreed on all hands that 
‘there is something behind the throne greater than 
the throne itself.’”’? 

Gallatin properly concluded that under existing 
conditions, after ten years of continuous and most 
devoted service as head of the treasury department 
under Jefferson and Madison, his usefulness as a 
‘cabinet officer was at an end. In March, 1811, just 
after the adjournment of Congress, he wrote frankly 
to the president: “I am convinced that... I can 
[not] be any longer useful under existing circum- 
stances. ... New subdivisions and personal factions 
equally hostile to yourself and to the general wel- 
fare, daily acquire additional strength. Measures of 
vital importance have been and are defeated... . 
Public confidence in public councils and in the 
executive is impaired, and every day seems to in- 
crease every one of these evils. Such state of things 
cannot last; a radical and speedy remedy has become 
absolutely necessary. Under these impressions. . . 
I beg leave to tender you my resignation.’’? 

Madison refused to accept this resignation, and at 


1 Fish, Czvil Service and Patronage, 52-54. 
? Quoted in Adams, Gallatin, 430. 
* Gallatin, Wratings, I., 495. 


1811] FACTION 13 


last screwed his courage to the sticking-point of re- 
constructing his cabinet with a view to something 
like the harmony and efficiency which for two years 
had been so noticeably lacking. Having made up 
his mind, he proceeded with characteristic caution 
to seek a successor, not for Gallatin, but for Robert 
Smith. James Monroe, who had been Madison’s 
rival for the presidency in 1808, retired from na- 
tional politics after his defeat, to bide his time 
in Virginia, where he became governor. Without 
openly opposing the administration, he let it be 
known that he would not accept any minor appoint- 
ment. 

President Madison first ascertained indirectly 
through Senator Brent, of Virginia, that Monroe 
would accept the offer of appointment as secretary 
of state if it came to him without obligation to follow 
an already determined policy in foreign affairs. The 
president gave the desired assurance, and Monroe 
accepted his frank offer, thus deliberately removing 
himself from the list of Madison’s opponents and 
rivals, and giving himself generously and loyally to 
the support of the administration. His diplomatic 
experiences in Paris and London, and his executive 
ability, combined with his energy and patience, made 
him a most desirable addition to the president’s 
official family.’ 

Madison has left an elaborate memorandum of his 
painful final interview with Robert Smith, to whom 


1 Monroe, Writings (Hamilton’s ed.),-V., 1190, 178, 183, 185. 
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he pointed out the want of harmony and unity in 
the cabinet and charged him with representations 
on the outside calculated to diminish confidence in 
the administration; he told Smith “that whatever 
talents he might possess, he did not, as he must have 
found by experience, possess those adapted to his 
station,’ and that he was unsystematic and un- 
punctual in his business, compelling Madison to 
write many of the state papers himself, thus adding 
to the already heavy duties of the president. He 
ended by offering Smith the mission to St. Peters- 
burg, which he expected John Quincy Adams soon 
to vacate to accept a seat on the bench of the 
supreme court,’ 

The secretary avowed a preference for the justice- 
ship or for the mission to London, but Madison gave 
no ear to such suggestions. Smith’s resentment at 
these ‘shameful intrigues’? waxed hot with medita- 
tion and with consultation with his friends. He de- 
clined the mission and resigned from the cabinet 
with the threat, which he afterwards carried out, of 
appealing to the people, as his successor, Monroe, 
had done in 1797. “He took his leave,’ wrote 
Madison, “with a cold formality, and I did not see 
him afterward.”’? The passing of Secretary Smith 
is unique in the history of the cabinet. For eight 

1 Madison, Works (Congress ed.), II., 494. 

2U. S. Gazette (Phila.), June 27, July 1, 1811; Monroe, 
View of the Conduct of the Executive (1797); Madison, Works 


(Congress ed.), II., 506; cf. Channing, $effersonian System 
(Am, Nation, XII.), chaps. xvii.—xix, 
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years he had served with Madison as secretary of the 
navy, and for two more, by the appointment from 
his eight-years associate, he had been secretary of 
state. After ten years of continuous cabinet service 
and the attainment of the highest appointive office 
in the gift of the president, he was dropped with 
scanty warning—‘“‘a shabby Genevan trick,” declared 
the Aurora. From the seat nearest the throne he 
was thrust outside the gate, a querulous, soon-for- 
gotten political nonentity. 

Another measure passed at this session, scarcely 
less significant than the bank bill, was the act pro- 
viding for the admission of part of the Louisiana 
purchase as a state in the Union. This statehood 
bill raised one of the most famous and acrimonious 
debates in this notorious eleventh Congress. The 
Federalists, under the leadership of Josiah Quincy in 
the House, assumed high ground against the ad- 
mission as a state of this or any other territory out- 
side the original cession of 1783, under the existing 
Constitution. If new states could be carved at will 
out of territory already acquired or which might 
come to the United States by future cession, the 
influence and prestige of New England must suffer 
eclipse. There was no Federalism in the west, nor 
was there a good atmosphere in which to produce it. 
The radical Federalists, therefore, declared that the 
admission of new states could be valid only with the 
consent of the parties which originally agreed to the 
Constitution. Any attempt to bring in such states 
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as the one proposed, without the consent of Massa- 
chusetts, for example, would be a violation of the 
Constitution sufficiently great to warrant extreme 
measures. 

Quincy voiced these sentiments on January 14, in 
a speech in the House, and under pressure from that 
body put in writing this famous sentence: “If this 
bill passes, it is my deliberate opinion that it is virt- 
ually a dissolution of this Union; that it will free 
the states from their moral obligation; and, as it 
will be the right of all, so it will be the duty of some, 
definitely to prepare for a separation,—amicably if 
they can, violently if they must.” * A mild uproar 
followed this remarkable statement, so deliberately 
made. The speaker declared the language disorder- 
ly, but the House, on appeal, overruled the speaker 
by a vote of 56 to 53, and Quincy continued his 
argument. 

Of course, the arguments of such Federalists as 
Quincy and Pickering, no matter how strong and 
logical they might be, moved the Republicans not a 
hair’s-breadth. The party in power had purchased 
Louisiana, and in the treaty with France solemnly 
promised that “the inhabitants of the ceded territory 
shall be incorporated in the Union of the United 
States, and admitted as soon as possible, according 
to the principles of the Federal Constitution, to the 
enjoyment of all the rights, advantages, and im- 


1 Annals of Cong., 11 Cong., 2 Sess., 524; abridged in Johnston, 
Am. Orations, I., 180. 
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munities of citizens of the United States.” For 
seven years that article had been a part of the law 
of the land, and, to Republicans, it seemed a mere 
partisan quibble, disguised as a high constitutional 
objection, for their opponents to say that the United 
States had no power to execute the law embodied in 
the treaty. The House accordingly passed the bill 
promptly by the decisive vote of 76 to 36, and it 
became a law February 20, 1811.’ 

The boundaries of the state of Louisiana as de- 
fined by this statute were, on the east, the Iberville 
River and the lakes; on the west, the Sabine River. 
West Florida was not included, for this territory, 
which was merely in sequestration pending further 
negotiation, could not claim admission under the 
third article of the Louisiana treaty. But this virtue 
of self-restraint did not long trouble Congress after 
all: by the act of April 8, 1812, Louisiana was de- 
clared a state, having complied with the require- 
ments of the enabling act of the preceding year; 
and to it, within a week, was added so much of West 
Florida as lay south of thirty-one degrees and west 
of the Pearl River. All claims, however, were still 
subject to “friendly negotiation” and “adjustment”’ 
with Spain.® 

Factionalism and bitter partisan differences were 


1 U.S. Treaties and Conventions, 332; cf. Channing, feffersonian 
System (Am. Nation, XII1.), chap. v. 
. 2U.S. Statutes at Large, I1., 641. 
me! 1b7d.,, 791,709. 
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not confined to Washington. The spring elections 
of 1811 in Massachusetts and Connecticut showed 
unusually violent feeling on the part of both Re- 
publicans and Federalists. The latter fully realized 
the crisis to which recent events had brought them, 
Madison’s “acceptance”’ of Napoleon’s ambiguous 
repeal of his Berlin and Milan decrees, together with 
the knowledge that Great Britain would refuse with- 
drawal of the orders in council, thus reviving non- 
intercourse with her, meant renewed attacks upon 
the commerce of New England. The expiration of 
the Bank of the United States and the premium thus 
set upon loose state banking threatened the founda- 
tions of New England credit. The admission of 
Louisiana and the probability of carving other new 
states out of the vast northwest and the trans- 
Mississippi region must lessen the relative importance 
and prestige of the New England states. Newspapers 
like the Boston Columbian Centinel teemed with 
flaming appeals and resolutions. Pickering, Otis, 
and Quincy renewed the attacks so characteristic of 
1796 and 1798. The most extreme expressions of 
this rampant Federalism were to be found in the 
“Boston Resolutions” adopted March 31, 1811, “at 
an immense meeting of the Citizens of Boston, as- 
sembled in Faneuil Hall (the Cradle and Sanctuary 
of Liberty).’’* These directly attacked the president 
and Congress for subserviency to the French em- 
peror, and declared that Napoleon merely pretended 
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to relax his decrees without meaning ever to fulfil 
his promise. They declared that the recent statute 
was unjust, oppressive, and tyrannical to a degree 
which demanded the election of such state officers 
as would oppose by peaceable but firm measures the 
execution of laws which if persisted in must and will 
be resisted. By violent and vituperative denuncia- 
tion of Gerry, who was a candidate for re-election as 
governor against Christopher Gore, the Federalists 
defeated their own ends: the voters of Massachusetts 
re-elected Gerry and for the first time gave control of 
both Houses of the legislature to the Republicans, 
enabling them to elect a successor to their Federalist 
arch-enemy, Senator Pickering. 

It was in the flush of this victory and with the 
passion of the recent struggle upon them that the 
Massachusetts Republicans entered upon a series 
of measures which in some degree justified the fears 
and predictions of their opponents. They replaced 
two solid Boston banks by a state institution with 
Republican incorporators and the unusually great 
capital of three million dollars; they reorganized the 
state courts of inferior grades; they made an open 
attack upon the support of the Congregational clergy 
by town taxes, which since colonial times had been 
levied for such support; they redistricted the state 
for the election of state senators in such a way as to 
secure a Republican majority—a process which has 
ever since borne the name of “Gerrymandering,” 
from the name of the local political chieftain by 
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whose connivance or direction the scheme was first 
evolved.! This ‘“rasping”’ of his “herd of traitors” 
won for Gerry the approval of so high an authority 
as Jefferson himself, who must have felt that Nemesis 
had at last overtaken his ancient enemies in their 
own stronghold.? Even in Connecticut there was a 
break among the Federalists; and by the fusion be- 
tween Republicans and Federalists, and by strong 
objections to restrictions on commerce, Roger Gris- 
wold, who represented the younger and more aggres- 
sive elements in both parties, was elected governor. 

With the adjournment of the eleventh Congress 
on March 3, 1811, an era in the history of the United 
States came to an end, all unconsciously to those 
most prominent in national affairs. The stage was 
cleared for the appearance of a new play, a tragedy 
perchance, by a new set of actors, moved by new 
forces and youthful energies. As the drama devel- 
oped it would become clear that the sceptre of power 
had passed from the hands ot the Revolutionary 
fathers, for even the president hardly belonged to 
that class; the political centre of interest was about 
to shift from the White House, where the familiar 
figures were still coming and going, to the other end 
of Pennsylvania Avenue, where a new Congress, al- 
ready elected in 1810, would enter upon the scene. 
Faction, too long dominant, would decline. The 


1 Laws of Mass. (1809-1812), V., 387, 424, 501, 517. 
? Jefferson to Dearborn, August 14, 1811, Jefferson, Writings 
(Washington’s ed.), V., 607. 
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coming leaders, like Gallio, who “cared for none of 
these things,’’ would have done with “‘peaceful wars,” 
commercial weapons, interminable discussions of 
national rights and national honor, and meek endur- 
ance of multiplied affronts by European belligerents. 
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CHAPTER II 


PROBLEMS OF THE SOUTHWEST AND NORTH- 
WEST 


, (1810-1812) 


SFr persistent desire of the United States to 
possess the Floridas, between 1801 and 1819, 
amounted almost to a disease, corrupting the moral 
sense of each succeeding administration. Jefferson’s 
instructions to Monroe and Livingston in 1803, when 
they were sent to purchase control of the mouth of 
the Mississippi, explicitly stated that “a cession of 
the Floridas is particularly desired as obviating seri- 
ous controversies.” Under the terms of the Louisi- 
ana treaty the United States, without any real right, 
chose to assume that West Florida was a part of 
Louisiana as ceded by Spain to France and by France 
to the United States. Spain knew well and asserted 
vehemently that the United States was wrong, and 
the repeated attempt of Jefferson to quiet the issue 
by bribing or coercing Spain into yielding at least 
West Florida, added to her sense of outrage. The 
weak Spanish government in the Floridas, the pres- 
ence of a mixed and turbulent population including 
many Americans in West Florida, and the spread of 
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revolutionary spirit in Spanish America, combined to 
produce a crisis in 1810, when an insurrection against 
Spanish authority took place in West Florida. Dur- 
ing the summer a convention was held for the pur- 
pose of securing a settled government. A quarrel 
with the governor, an assault on Baton Rouge, and 
the killing of the young commandant of. that post, 
which followed, were mere incidents in that larger 
revolutionary struggle which was going on in Buenos 
Ayres, Caracas, and Mexico, for liberty and sepa- 
ration from Spain. The United States and Great 
Britain were alike interested politically and com- 
mercially in the outcome of these insurrections, the 
former in the Floridas and in Mexico, the latter in 
South America.' 

After the capture of Baton Rouge the revolution- 
ists, whose leaders were chiefly English and Irish, 
in convention assembled declared themselves the 
representatives of the people of West Florida and 
proclaimed that territory a free and independent 
state. Hardly was this done when the convention 
urged upon the secretary of state at Washington the 
annexation of the province to the United States. 
Madison knew all the ins and outs of the scheming, 
haggling, and negotiating of the previous seven years, 
looking to the acquisition of the territory; he knew 
the increasing importance of controlling the Gulf 
outlets of the rivers of the Alabama and Mississippi 
country; he saw also the numerous and seemingly 


1 Am, State Paps., Foreign, I1., 511, 541, 636; IIL., 394. 


24 RISE OF AMERICAN NATIONALITY [1810 


insuperable obstacles in the way of recognition of the 
independence of West Florida. In a letter to Jef- 
ferson, in October, 1810, he revealed his mind: ‘“‘ The 
crisis of West Florida, as you will see, has come home 
to our feelings and our interests... . There is great 
weight in the considerations that the country to the 
Perdido, being our own, may be fairly taken posses- 
sion of, if it can be done without violence: above all 
if there be danger of it passing to a third and dan- 
gerous party.” Here was the whole thing in a nut- 
shell—a desirable province, a convenient claim under 
the ambiguous Louisiana treaty, a weak and troubled 
opponent, and a shadowy “third party”’ eager to 
snatch the prize away.’ 

The solution was Madison’s remarkable proclama- 
tion of October 27, 1810, which declares that the 
United States has acquiesced in the temporary con- 
tinuance of Spanish authority over West Florida; 
that complete adjustment of conflicting claims has 
been too long delayed, through no fault of the United 
States; that further failure to possess themselves of 
the territory might be construed to the detriment of 
the claim of the United States; “that in the hands 
of the United States it will not cease to be a subject 
of fair and friendly negotiation and adjustment ”’; 
and, finally, that Governor W. C. C. Claiborne, of the 
Orleans territory, has been directed to take posses- 
sion of all the territory from the Mississippi to the 


‘Am. State Paps., Foreign, IIl., 396; Madison, Works (Con- 
gress ed.), I]., 484. 
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Perdido, and to govern it as an integral part of his 
own territory. The chief restriction upon Claiborne 
was that he should not proceed to employ force in 
the seizure of territory belonging to a just and 
friendly power. Jefferson had acquired Louisiana 
by regular and proper negotiation, swallowing his 
doubts as to the unconstitutionality of his proceed- 
ings. His successor in the Republican presidency, 
without the formality of negotiation, with scarcely a 
compunction at the disregard of international usages, 
with a speciousness bordering on recklessness, as- 
serted jurisdiction over the province of West Florida, 
still the subject of fair and friendly negotiations.* 
Small wonder that Morier, Great Britain’s chargé 
d'affaires, wrote a vigorous protest to the secretary 
of state. But under the circumstances the good 
or ill opinion of a British diplomatic officer mattered 
little to the administration. Congress promptly 
took up the question of organizing the new territory, 
and there was much reference back to the acts of 
1803-1804, authorizing the occupation, and directing 
the organization of the Louisiana cession. Senator 
Giles went so far as to propose a bill for the ex- 
tension of the territory of Orleans to the Perdido 
River, but even the wisest men were not ready to 
assert quite so dogmatically that West Florida be- 
longed to Louisiana. In the end, part of the district 


1 Richardson, Messages and Papers, 1., 480; Am. State Paps., 
Foreign, I11., 397. 
2 Am. State Paps., Foreign, II1., 399 (Morier to Smith). 
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was added to the new state of Louisiana, as already 
described; and the remainder was annexed to the 
territory of Mississippi by the act of May 14, 1812, 
thus giving the desired outlet for all the country 
tributary to Mobile Bay.’ 

The success of the president in securing possession 
of West Florida, together with the continuance of 
unsatisfactory conditions in East Florida, led to a 
movement for the annexation of the latter province 
also, although not one of the reasons, principles, or 
articles relating to West Florida was applicable to 
the sister province. Yet the president requested 
Congress, in a secret message in January, 1811, to 
give him authority to take “temporary possession of 
any part or parts of the said territory [of East 
Florida], in pursuance of arrangements which may 
be desired by the Spanish authorities, and for mak- 
ing provision for the government of the same during 
such possession.” The old bugbear of the possible 
occupation of the territory by some foreign power 
was also again raised: “The peculiar interests they 
may otherwise have in its destiny’’ made seasonable 
“a declaration that the United States could not see 
without serious inquietude any part of a neighboring 
territory in which they have so just a concern, pass 
from the hands of Spain into those of any other 
foreign Power.” ? 

These Florida incidents furnish the first instances - 
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of the enunciation of certain peculiar arguments to 
justify the United States in possessing itself of choice 
bits of territory here and there, arguments which 
have been used with great and continued effect in 
relation to Texas, Hawaii, Mexico, and Cuba. There 
has always been enough reasonableness in the con- 
tention to make it somewhat more than merely 
plausible. The argument of natural boundaries, 
the control of the Gulf, and an adequate outlet for 
the interior states, broadly justified the United 
States in its declaration that its interest was pri- 
mary and determinative in Florida. Improved com- 
munications by land and sea ultimately made the 
Hawaiian Islands as near to the United States and 
as important to proper protection of its coasts and 
its commerce as was Florida in 1811. Hence they 
were at last removed from possible foreign domina- 
tion or possession. 

Congress debated the confidential message in se- 
cret session; for the House as well as the Senate 
frequently held executive or secret sessions during 
the year 1811-1812. By the secret act of January 
1s, 1811, the president was authorized to take 
possession of Florida, either with local consent or 
in case of attempt of a foreign power to occupy it; 
and he appointed as commissioners to execute the 
statute George Matthews and John McKee.’ As 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, IIl., 471. The statute was not pub- 
lished until 1818, and appears out of chronological order in the 
Statutes at Large. 
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their written instructions were more or less vague 
and loose, leaving them to regulate their conduct 
“by the dictates of their own judgments on a close 
view and accurate knowledge of the precise state of 
things and of the real disposition of the Spanish 
government,” they proceeded to govern their acts 
more by the president’s spirit, and perhaps by his 
verbal explanations, than by the letter of their 
orders. Ina word, they assumed, as did Jackson at 
a later time, that they were sent to Florida for a 
definite purpose.* 

Conditions in St. Mary’s River upon Matthews’s 
arrival seemed to warrant prompt action; the river 
was full of British smuggling vessels, while Amelia 
Island with the town of Fernandina had been for 
two years the centre of a large smuggling trade. 
carried on at least by connivance of Spanish au- 
thority.’ 

With the Baton Rouge precedent fresh in mind, 
here was pretext sufficient for occupation, since 
that seemed to be the desire of the United States. 
Matthews ascertained, however, that East Florida 
could not be obtained by amicable negotiations, but 
that the inhabitants of the province were ripe for 
revolt. In an official report to the secretary of 
state in August, 1811, he even declared: ‘‘ They are, 
however, incompetent to effect a thorough revolu- 


* Annals of Cong., 11 Cong., 3 Sess., 1117 et seq.; 12 Cong.,1 
Sess., 1518 et seq.; Am. State Paps., Foreign, III., 571. 
*U. S. Gazette, January 22, 1810. 
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tion without external aid. If two hundred stand 
of arms, and fifty horsemen’s swords were in their 
possession, I am confident they would commence 
the business, and with a fair prospect of success. 
These could be put into their hands by consign- 
ing them to the commanding officer at this post, 
subject to my order. I shall use the most dis- 
creet management to prevent the United States 
being committed; and although I cannot vouch for 
the event, I think there will be but little dan- 
Bern: ? 

The president, cognizant of all this chicanery, 
maintained a discreet silence, and listened for sounds 
of revolution in the direction of Florida. The two 
hundred insurgents made their appearance before 
the garrison at Fernandina, received its surren- 
der, declared independence, and permitted General 
Matthews to cross over with a company of regulars 
of the army of the United States and take posses- 
sion of Amelia Island, March 19, 1812. To his sur- 
prise, in the following month the envoy received 
notice of a disavowal of his act by the United States, 
on the ground that a legalized contingency had not 
arisen; which, being interpreted, meant that the so- 
called revolution on Amelia Island was not quite 
large enough. Of course, Matthews was angry, and 
could not understand why he had been thus dis- 
avowed. The truth was that the occurrence in 
Florida was somewhat inopportune, and placed the 

1 Quoted in Adams, United States, VI., 230. 
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administration, as Madison said, in “the most dis- 
tressing dilemma,’’ which consisted in the need to 
reconcile the desire to keep possession of the island 
with the difficulty of so doing.’ 

With his usual inconsistency, the president de- 
cided, so Monroe told the French minister, “that 
nevertheless now that things had reached their 
present condition there would be more danger in 
retreating than in advancing; and so while dis- 
avowing the general’s too precipitate conduct, they 
would maintain the occupation.”? Probably not a 
little of the pressure producing this determination 
came from the state of Georgia, which was dis- 
satisfied with the president’s disavowal of the acts 
of his agent. The Georgia legislature even went so 
far as to resolve that whether Congress authorized 
it or not, the possession of Florida was so essential to 
their safety that they would proceed to raise a state 
army and carry on an invasion of Florida even in 
defiance of the federal authority. Matthews was 
succeeded by the governor of Georgia, but the occu- 
pation of Amelia Island continued. An attempt to 
secure congressional authorization for the particular 
occupation failed, and the president continued to 
act under authority of the act of 1811, until May, 
1813, when the troops of the United States were 
finally withdrawn, leaving the soil of East Florida 


? Madison, Works (Congress ed.), II., 534; Am. State Paps., 
Foreign, I11., 572 (Monroe to Madison). 
* Adams, United States, VI., 242, quoting from French archives, 
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free from occupation by United States troops for the 
long space of four years.* 

These events in themselves seem of trifling signif- 
icance, and it is only when they are considered in 
their influence upon the final cession of the whole of 
Florida to the United States that they become sug- 
gestive. If the president could thus possess him- 
self of a portion of Spanish territory for a period 
of a year, Spain might well ask herself whether any 
of her possessions bordering on the United States 
could be considered safe from the graceless ambition 
of the presidents of the great republic. 

In the mean time, in the spring and summer of 
1811, renewed trouble broke out with the Indians of 
the northwest, particularly in Indiana, which had its 
bearing upon the foreign relations of the United 
States as well as upon the domestic policy. In its 
causes and in its progress the campaign of this year 
_ did not differ materially from those of earlier years, 
when the western and southern Indians made 
spasmodic attempts to stem the on-coming tide of 
white settlers. The same old causes operated to 
produce friction, trouble, bloodshed. The land ces- 
sions which the white men, commonly agents of the 
United States, had secured from the Indians during 
the preceding twenty years were usually on terms 
disadvantageous to the Indians. The Indian’s idea 


1Am. State Paps., Foreign, III., 572; Annals of Cong., 11 
Cong., 3 Sess., 324; Niles’ Register, II1., 259, 311; Lodge, Cabot, 
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of the cession of land differed radically from that of 
the white parties to the transaction; he could never 
quite understand that the occupation by the white 
settlers forbade his continued utilization of the land 
as a temporary abiding-place and hunting-ground.* 

The story of persistent trespassing by the whites 
beyond the limits within which they had solemnly 
promised to stay, is as old as the first settlement on 
the continent and as new as the latest report of 
Indian discontent on the most favored reservation. 
The whites with whom the Indians on the frontier 
came in contact were of necessity strong - fibred, 
coarse - grained, independent, and unscrupulous of 
the means for obtaining their ends where inferior 
peoples were concerned. In fact, no other class 
could expect to survive the trials of the wilderness 
journey and the long strain of redeeming the wilder- 
ness. The struggle of the Indians against these 
conditions naturally produced degeneracy and the 
development of the most undesirable traits of Indian 
character. 

The discontent of the Indians with the govern- 
ment and people of the United States had been 
fostered for a generation by British commercial in- 
terests, as one of the means by which the fur-trade 
could be kept in the hands of the British traders. 
The packs of furs went north across the portages 
from the upper Mississippi to Canada. British arms 


‘See map in Channing, Feffersonian System (Am. Nation, 
XII.), chap. vii. 
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and British goods were found in the hands of the 
Indians, and the belief was wide-spread in the 
United States in 1811 and 1812 that the British 
government was more or less directly inciting the 
Indians to revolt and that its agents were supply- 
ing them with guns and ammunition. Governor Will- 
iam Henry Harrison, of Indiana territory, in a letter 
published in December, 1811, explicitly states that 
“within the last three months the whole of the 
Indians on this frontier have been completely armed 
and equipped out of the king’s stores at Malden. ... 
The Indians had, moreover, an ample supply of the 
best British glazed powder—some of their guns had 
been sent to them so short a time before the action, 
that they were not divested of the list covering in 
which they are imported.’’? 

While the popular conviction was that the British 
in Canada were responsible in large degree for Indian 
disturbances in the northwest, and though it found 
voice in the press, in speeches in Congress, and even 
in presidential utterances, the British minister and 
the governor of Upper Canada made the most em- 
phatic denials of the charge. They even went 
further, and declared that they had used their in- 
fluence to restrain the Indians who strove to stir up 
trouble. Governor Brock, of Upper Canada, who 
must have known, expressly stated in 1812 that 
Tecumseh and the Prophet had for two years carried 
on active war against the United States “contrary 
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to our remonstrances.”’ That the unscrupulous 
British traders sold guns and ammunition to the 
Indians in Indiana and Michigan, just as the local 
American traders did, in competition for the same 
business, is probably true; that this was by direction 
or connivance of the British or Canadian govern- 
ments, is entirely unproved.* 

The centre of the agitation in the northwest was 
on the headwaters of the Wabash at the mouth of a 
small creek called Tippecanoe. It was in this region 
that the opposition to the treaty of Fort Wayne, 
made in 1809, between the United States and the 
four tribes possessing land on the Upper Wabash, 
made itself manifest. The treaty ceded about three 
million acres to the United States and meant com-. 
plete extinguishment of the Indian title to some of 
the best land in the territory of Indiana. Tecumseh 
and his twin brother, the Prophet, who belonged to 
the Shawnee tribe, which was not one of those in- 
terested in the cession, undertook to overthrow the 
treaty, vowing death to the chiefs who participated 
in it, because the Indian lands, as they declared, be- 
longed to Indian tribes taken together and not to 
any one tribe. These two men carried on their 
active and eloquent agitation from 1809 down to the 
great defeat in 1811, visiting different tribes in the 


1 Am. State Paps., Indian, 1., 797-804 (reports and letters of 
governors, citizens, etc., to the war department) ; Am. State Paps., 
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northwest and the southwest, reaching the Creeks 
and Choctaws as well as the tribes of Indiana terri- 
tory; they endeavored by every art and craft known 
to the Indian chieftain to unite all the Indians into 
an actively hostile league against the United States. 
In ambition, wide-spread influence, and persistent 
agitation, Tecumseh was no mean successor to the 
great Pontiac of the preceding century. General 
Brock wrote of him, “a more sagacious or a more 
gallant warrior does not, I believe, exist.’’* 
Governor Harrison’s efforts at calming the tribes 
in several conferences with the chiefs all came to 
naught; and when the marauding began again in the 
spring of 1811, he gave final warning to Tecumseh 
that violence must cease or he would march into the 
Indian country to chastise the offenders. In pur- 
suance of this policy, Harrison finally gathered a 
considerable force of militia and a regiment of reg- 
ulars at Vincennes in September, 1811, and pro- 
ceeded quickly to the Indian village known as the 
Prophet’s town on the Tippecanoe. Here several 
parleys took place, after which the Indians, being 
convinced that Harrison, with his thousand men, 
meant to give battle in any case, attacked him on the 
morning of November 7, and the battle of Tippecanoe 
was fought. Harrison lost sixty-one killed or fatally 
wounded, and one hundred and twenty-seven wound- 
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ed less severely; thirty-eight dead Indians were 
counted. The next morning the troops found the 
Prophet’s town deserted; they took certain supplies 
from it and burned the village, after which they 
rapidly marched back to Vincennes.’ 

The effect of this victory was far-reaching ; it great- 
ly diminished the influence of the two Indian lead- 
ers, though it did not prevent a renewal of trouble 
in the following spring. While the Indians were 
probably waiting to see if war between the United 
States and Great Britain would break out, there was 
evidence that they meant to make war in any case. 
Captain Rhea wrote in March, 1812, from Fort Wayne: 
“T have every reason to believe we shall have an 
Indian war this spring, whether we have a British 
war or not.”’ In the end, hundreds of them crossed 
into Canada where they were found fighting under 
the leadership of Tecumseh in the British armies. 
The people of the west looked upon the defeat of the 
Indians as decisive, and gave great praise to Harrison, 
whose prestige as a leader in frontier warfare, as a 
result of the campaign, was of just the advantageous 
sort which a rising and ambitious politician in the 
west would desire.? 


! Dawson, Harrison, 196, 206, 233, 244; Am. State Paps., 
Indian, 1., 776 (Harrison’s report); Niles’ Register, I., 255; cf. 
Channing, Feffersontan System (Am, Nation, XII.), chap. xx. 
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CHAPTER III 


FRENCH DUPLICITY AND ENGLISH 
STUBBORNNESS 


(1810-1812) 


HE question of the Floridas and of the Indians 

of the frontiers concerned chiefly certain new 
and remote sections; they were merely perplexities 
of an administration which was at the same time 
wrestling as for its life with matters pertaining to 
the relations of the United States to Great Britain 
and France, which vitally affected markets, per- 
sons, and policies of the nation.‘ These relations 
reached another acute stage in February, 1811. By 
the act of May 1, 1810,?non-intercourse with the two 
belligerents was given up as a policy, but it was 
provided that if either France or England would 
revoke its decrees or orders, and the other should fail 
to do likewise after three months’ notice by the 
United States, then the president, by proclamation, 
should re-establish non-intercourse with such other 
nation. Napoleon succeeded, by Cadore’s wily and 


1On the general subject of this chapter, cf. Channing, Jeffer- 
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ingenious note of August 5, 1810, in trapping Madison 
into the declaration that France had revoked the 
offensive Berlin and Milan decrees so far as they 
affected America; and the president gave the pre- 
scribed notice to Great Britain, in November, 1810." 

Not since 1807 had the commercial and shipping 
interests been so contented as in the “open season”’ 
of 1810; only the French attacked American com- 
merce, and even this danger was minimized by the 
comfortable custom of asking and receiving protec- 
tion from the British navy in the Baltic or West 
Indies. Customs revenue reached $12,757,000 for the 
year ending December 31, 1810; the registered ton- 
nage amounted to 1,424,000, and the exports of do- 
mestic products, $42,366,000, for the year ending De- 
cember 31, 1810.2, Athwart the pathway of this busy, 
prosperous, satisfying traffic were thrust Cadore’s 
note and Madison’s proclamation of November 2, by 
which he gave notice that unless Great Britain also 
repealed the orders in council by February 2, 1811, 
non -intercourse with that country would revive. 
February came, but no concession from the British 
ministry, and the halcyon days of open trading end- 
ed. Great Britain stood firmly on the ground that 
France had not in good faith repealed the Berlin and 
Milan decrees, and the ministry reiterated the state- 
ment that the British government was entirely ready 


1Am. State Paps., Foreign, I11., 386. 
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to relinquish the system which the policy of France 
had imposed, whenever neutral commerce should be 
restored by France to its original status.’ 

On the other side, the president learned in Feb- 
ruary, 1811, that Napoleon had decreed that all 
American vessels arriving in French ports after 
November 2, 1810, should be, not seized under the 
Berlin and Milan decrees, but “sequestered” until 
February, when it might be clear what course the 
United States would pursue if England failed to 
yield. In this difficult situation, in spite of the de- 
terrent evidence, Congress came to the rescue of 
the president, and in the act of March 2, 1811, gave 
full legal sanction to his course, authorizing him to 
suspend non-intercourse with Great Britain if that 
country would revoke the orders in council, Other- 
wise he was to enforce the tevived act of 1809, but 
all shipments made from England before February 
2, 1811, were to be exempt from seizure. One more 
chance England had to modify or revoke the offend- 
ing orders.” 

Of course, the opposition did not lose the oppor- 
tunity to tell the administration some unpleasant 
truths about its conduct of foreign relations. The 
Federalists, led by Quincy, insisted that France was 
deliberately deceiving the United States with the 
purpose of drawing us into a war against Great 
Britain, either directly or indirectly, through an 
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alliance with France. Randolph also appeared with 
a new plan for settling the difficulty, and was able 
to muster 4o out of 107 votes for repeal of the act 
of May, 1810. When Congress adjourned, non-in- 
tercourse with England was in full operation, with 
no prospect of its removal by any concessions from 
the ministry. The “peaceful war’’ was to go on in- 
definitely, so far as any suggestions of policy on the 
part of the administrations were concerned. Signs, 
however, were accumulating that the people were 
ready for more positive action, and would welcome 
war with Great Britain, as the party against whom 
the United States had the oldest, most immediate, 
and most varied grievances.’ 
During the greater part of 1810 Great Britain 
was represented at Washington by a diplomatic 
person of no higher rank than a chargé or secre- 
tary, and Madison suspected that it was the de- 
liberate policy to humiliate the United States by 
leaving the mission thus vacant. William Pinkney, 
United States minister to England, was discouraged 
and despairing at the opening of 1811; he had been 
unable to secure any concessions or arrangements of 
difficulties, either from the brilliant, irritable, and 
condescending Canning, or from his more suave 
successor in the foreign office, the Marquis Welles- 
ley. Neither had he secured the sending of a 
minister to Washington to settle questions at that 
capital. Accordingly, he decided on his own re- 
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sponsibility, but in accord with the spirit of his in- 
structions of 1810, to express in most emphatic 
manner the high dissatisfaction of his government 
and himself with England’s stubborn persistence in 
her policy of blockades, search, prize-taking, and 
assaults on neutral trade, by returning to America, 
leaving only a secretary in charge of the legation in 
London. So he took “inamicable leave,’’ and came 
back to the United States in February, 1811, an act 
almost equivalent to a severance of relations pre- 
paratory to open hostilities.* 

One immediate result of Pinkney’s request for 
an audience to take leave was the sudden determi- 
nation of Wellesley to send to the United States a 
regular minister. The person selected was Augustus 
J. Foster, who had been chargé d’affaires in Sweden, 
a person entirely acceptable to Madison and Mon- 
roe. He arrived in June, 1811, and shortly took 
up negotiations, or rather discussions, with the sec- 
retary of state. One matter he did adjust —in 
the autumn he made offer of atonement for the 
Chesapeake affair,” in the way of disavowing for his 
government the act of the captain of the Leopard, 
restoring the survivors to the deck of the Chesapeake 
in Boston Harbor, and paying proper sums to the 
wounded and to the families of the slain. The 
offer was accepted by the United States. Tardy 
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as was the reparation, it undoubtedly served a dis- 
tinctly good purpose in the removal of at least one 
cause of friction between the two countries. Never- 
theless, the old animosities sprang up when Monroe 
and Foster began to thresh over once more the old 
straw of commercial blockades, non-intercourse, and 
the orders in council. Foster distinctly threatened 
retaliation upon the United States if the non-inter- 
course act were continued, a threat which was soon 
followed by new attacks upon American commerce 
by British cruisers and the condemnation of vessels 
worth about a million dollars simply because they 
were bound for France without having touched ata 
British port. Inthe course of the exchange of elab- 
orate notes in the summer and autumn of 1811, 
Monroe and Foster fully and officially defined the 
positions of the two countries on the eve of war.’ 
Officially stated, Great Britain refused to repeal 
her orders in council because of the necessity of 
offsetting Napoleon’s warlike decrees, which were 
unauthorized by any legitimate doctrine of interna- 
tional law. The Berlin decree established no real 
blockade, and seizures under it were contrary to the 
law of nations. The orders, then, were “founded 
on a just principle of defensive retaliation against 
the violation of the law of nations committed by 
France, in the decree of Berlin,” and such injuries 
as came to the commerce of neutrals should be 
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charged to France and not to England, which, in 
the final analysis, was countering, not creating, 
attacks on neutral trade. Great Britain, he con- 
tinued, was ready to return to the former condition 
whenever the French revoked their decrees, His 
government did not consider that this revocation 
had been made, for “the studied ambiguity of that 
note [Cadore’s note of August 5, 1810] has since 
been amply explained by the conduct and language 
of the Government of France, . . . thus pronouncing 
as plainly as language will admit, that the system 
of violence and injustice, of which he (Napoleon) is 
the founder, will be maintained by him until the 
defensive measures of retaliation to which they gave 
rise on the part of Great Britain shall be aban- 
doned.”’ ? 

To these arguments Monroe replied with patient 
and diplomatic verbosity, reiterating the points that 
had been made so many times before in London 
and in Washington. He maintained that the fact 
of war between France and England could not by 
any interpretation of international law warrant such 
intolerable infractions of the rights of neutrals as 
those by which the commerce of the United States 
was in danger of annihilation unless most humiliat- 
ing regulations were submitted to. “Heretofore it 
has been the usage of belligerent nations to carry 
on their trade through the intervention of neutrals, 
and this had the beneficial effect of extending to the 
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former the advantages of peace while suffering under 
the calamities of war. To reverse the rule, and to 
extend to nations at peace the calamities of war, is a 
change as novel and extraordinary as it is at vari- 
ance with justice and public law.”’ As to blockades, 
Monroe contended that for the most part the British 
closures of ports had been paper blockades which 
no neutral was in the nature of the case bound to 
observe. As before, Monroe solemnly asserted that 
Napoleon’s repeal of the Berlin and Milan decrees 
was complete and unrestricted.’ 

No matter how often or how loudly the president 
and his secretary might assert the repeal, and parade 
their commitment to this view and its consequent 
policy, they knew, and Congress knew, and all 
Europe knew, that Napoleon was capturing Amer- 
ican ships just as he had done before. The reports 
of Minister Serrurier to the French foreign office, of 
his interviews with Monroe, as revealed by the re- 
searches of Mr. Adams in the French archives, are 
perfect evidence that the administration felt keenly 
the hypocritical position which it was obliged to as- 
sume. Monroe’s part in the play was quite worthy 
of Napoleon himself: to assume with calm assurance 
to Foster, in the morning, that the decrees were 
completely repealed by France; and later in the 
day to berate Serrurier in angry sincerity because 
France gave no satisfactory evidence of the repeal. 
Consistency of utterance towards England became 
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imperative on the administration. “The revocation 
of the Decrees of Milan and Berlin,’ wrote Serrurier 
to Maret (Bassano) in July, “has become a personal 
affair with Mr. Madison. He announced it by proc- 
lamation and has constantly maintained it since. 
The English party never stops worrying him on this 
point, and saying that he has been made a tool of 
by France,—that the decrees have not been re- 
pealed.” ? 

While these negotiations were in progress there 
occurred off the coast of New Jersey one of those 
exceedingly unfortunate episodes which operate, 
when international relations are severely strained, 
like the explosion of a percussion-cap in the midst 
of powder. In continuance of the policy which 
Great Britain had so insolently maintained for more 
than four years, the British cruiser Guerriére, one 
of the ships of war patrolling American waters, over- 
hauled an American ship within eighteen miles of 
New York City and took off a citizen of the United 
States, a native of Maine. The United States frig- 
ate President, Captain Rodgers, was cruising in the 
same waters, determined to overhaul the Guerriére 
or any vessel bound upon the same mission. 
While thus engaged, Captain Rodgers was followed 
by the British sloop of war Little Belt, which took 
the President for her consort, the Guerriere. Rodg- 
ers was unable to make out the stranger, and so 
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turned the tables and gave chase. After sunset on 
May 13, an exchange of shots and broadsides oc- 
curred in which the Little Belt was badly riddled. 
The account of the fighting leaves one in doubt as 
to the responsibility for the firing of the first shot, 
for each captain disclaimed ordering it. An official 
investigation by the United States exonerated Cap- 
tain Rodgers, and Great Britain found it convenient 
to adopt this conclusion.* 

In spite of the great inferiority of the Little Belt 
to the President, the Americans generally exulted 
in the affair, looking upon it in some measure as a 
fair retribution for the outrages which had been in- 
flicted upon American vessels, especially in the case 
of the Chesapeake. The action of the two govern- 
ments, even though they did not agree in fixing the 
responsibility, soon removed the episode from the 
field of discussion. 

While negotiations with Great Britain were tak- 
ing place, during the spring and summer of 1811, 
Napoleon was renewing vigorous measures for ex- 
cluding English goods from European markets. 
One difficulty which he had encountered was the 
illegal use of the American flag, as the flag of a 
neutral nation, by those who were forbidden to trade 
with ports of the continent—for example, by British 
merchants and the allies of Great Britain in the 
Baltic waters. As a war measure, Napoleon’s at- 
tack upon the commerce of his enemy was entirely 
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legitimate, and his enforcement of his own decree 
against ships really English could not be complained 
of by the Americans so long as their own commerce 
was left undisturbed. But the use of neutral flags 
by British ships made it difficult to maintain fair 
discrimination in favor of neutrals, and Napoleon 
was never scrupulously careful in his regard for 
neutral rights, nor did he withhold his hand from 
sweeping and inconsistent measures. ‘As for Eng- 
land, commercial relations with her must cease,” 
Napoleon declared to a deputation from the French 
Council of Commerce in March, 1811. “I am armed 
cap-a-pie to enforce my orders and frustrate her in- 
tentions in the Baltic.”’ “The decrees of Berlin and 
Milan are the fundamental laws of my empire. As 
for neutral navigation, I regard the flag as an ex- 
tension of territory; the Power which lets it be vio- 
lated cannot be considered neutral. The lot of Amer- 
ican commerce will soon be decided. I will favor it 
if the United States conform to those decrees. In 
the contrary case their ships will be excluded from 
the ports of my empire.’’? 

When the emperor received a copy of the act of 
March 2, 1811, indorsing the procedure of the presi- 
dent in executing the act of May, 1810, he appeared 
to be satisfied that affairs were moving in the right 
direction in America, and condescended to signify 
his pleasure. But no satisfaction would he give 
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Madison on the one point which most needed specific 
statement—viz., a formal and categorical declaration 
that the decrees were revoked. The nearest to this 
desideratum which Madison ever got was the brief 
note of May 4, 1811, which by its silence on critical 
questions added to the contention, and left the 
principles of the decrees still in force. “I hasten to 
announce to you,” wrote Bassano to Jonathan Rus- 
sell who was then in charge of the legation in Paris, 
“that his Majesty the Emperor has ordered his Min- 
ister of Finance to authorize the admission of Amer- 

ican cargoes which had been provisionally placed in 
- deposit on their arrival in France. I have the honor 
to send you a list of the vessels to which these car- 
goes belong; they will have to export their value in 
national merchandise, of which two-thirds must be 
in silks.” The Americans thus received back their 
goods, but this message was very poor proof to 
offer to Great Britain as evidence that the French 
decrees were actually repealed as Madison asserted.! 

‘The year 1811 ended without progress in the ne- 
gotiations with France and Great Britain beyond 
the point just mentioned. The only new note in 
the discussion seems to be the revival of interest on 
the part of the United States in the matter of im- 
pressments, and even in this the newspapers rather 
than the administration took the lead. If any 
remedy was to be found, warlike or peaceful, it 
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would be through Congress; Madison was incurably 
committed to “peaceful warfare.’’ Niles wrote in 
the Weekly Register for November 2, 1811, a vigorous 
editorial in which he set forth his views on impress- 
ments and the public indifference to this national 
insult. “We are so accustomed to hear of British 
impressment that the acuteness of feeling so natural 
on account of it, has become blunted, and our 
sailors have begun to make a kind of calculation 
upon it. How base and degrading! How incon- 
sistent with our pretensions to sovereignty and in- 
dependence! But there are thousands in the United 
States who justify or palliate the practice; and to 
this turpitude must be attributed, in some degree, 
the want of energy in the government on behalf of 
injured society. . . . I do not believe there is a single 
British vessel of war upon the ocean that is not 
partly manned with impressed Americans, many of 
whom have been detained for eight or ten or twelve 
years... . [am not disposed to imitate the conduct 
of the roth or r1th Congress. I hope the rath 


will act. 
1 Niles’ Register, 1., 147. 


CHAPTER IV 


NEW ELEMENTS IN CONTROL 
(1811-1812) 


HE twelfth Congress met in extra session, No- 

vember 4, 1811. In the elections for this Con- 
gress in 1810, constituencies in several states im- 
pulsively chose young men of fresh courage and 
high quality, whose possibilities were not yet per- 
ceived, though one of these men, Henry Clay, had 
been sent to the United States Senate even before 
he was of legal age for election to that body, An 
on-looker familiar with the public men of previous 
Congresses would have been struck by the change of 
personnel in the Congress meeting now for the first 
time. Several of the well-known Federalist figures 
were gone, and in the Senate this party could 
muster only six out of thirty-four members, while 
in the House the number was thirty-seven out of one 
hundred and forty-two. 

The new Congress soon developed a new spirit as 
well as new members and new leaders. Far more 
than the old faces had been put away, and the con- 
trast between the old and the new grew daily more 
striking. In the very beginning, the House, by a 
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vote of 75 to 38, chose for speaker Henry Clay of 
Kentucky, who embodied the energy and uncalculat- 
ing enthusiasm of the rising west. As he marshalled 
into committees the older radicals who had been 
re-elected, Peter B. Porter of New York, Wright 
of Maryland, the energetic and defiant Troup of 
Georgia, and the grim old frontiersman, Sevier of 
Tennessee, and infused into them such new blood 
as Grundy of Tennessee, who had been elected with 
the express purpose of urging war, and the brilliant 
trio from South Carolina, Calhoun, Cheves, and 
Lowndes, no one doubted that the twelfth Congress 
would be as active and efficient in carrying out the 
chief features of its programme as the eleventh had 
been querulous and incapable. The new Congress 
and the new leaders might make mistakes, but they 
were certain to do something.! 

This group of active, audacious, and ardently 
patriotic Republicans is interesting from many 
points of view. They were the first ripened product 
of the generation which had grown up since the 
Revolutionary War. They were patriotic by in- 
heritance, optimistic and self-reliant by force of their 
surroundings; they had seen the nation grow at a 
marvellous rate, and they had the most uncompro- 
mising faith in the republic’s strength and future. 
Their patriotism was untroubled by fear of war and 
its horrors, and untrammelled by any traditional 
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obligations or sentiments regarding foreign relations, 
unless it were a chronic suspicion of England, bor- 
dering on unreason. The insults heaped upon the 
United States by both France and England they 
felt keenly, and with the fine and ready resentment 
of youth, they scorned the vacillations and delays 
of Madison and led him and his administration 
speedily out of the devious labyrinth into which 
Jefferson had first guided the Republican party. 
Once upon the main high-road, there was no turning 
back. 

The first striking evidence that the ardent younger 
element meant to take advanced ground came 
November 29, in the report of Porter, from the 
committee on foreign affairs, to whom had been 
referred part of Madison’s message. After reciting 
in vigorous sentences the evils which the United 
States had so long suffered, the report concluded 
with six resolutions in support of the judgment of 
the committee that “the period has arrived when 
in the opinion of your committee it is a sacred duty 
of Congress to call forth the patriotism and resources 
of the country.’”’ Immediate choice must be made 
between total submission to England, or war against 
her—not a peaceful commercial war, but an aggress- 
ive war against her land and naval power. The res- 
olutions called for filling up the ranks of the army, 
for ten thousand additional regular troops, for the 
acceptance by the president of fifty thousand vol- 
unteers, for the calling out of the militia, for the 
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refitting of the navy, and for the arming of merchant 
vessels.* 

The debate which followed this striking report 
was pitched in a high key. Porter and Grundy of 
the committee frankly declared that the adoption 
of the report meant nothing else than war; still the 
House promptly and enthusiastically adopted it by 
majorities running as high as 120 to 8, and 113 to 16. 
Special committees were immediately appointed to 
formulate the proposed measures, and their reports 
were in turn productive of strong speeches, not the 
least interesting of which was that of John Randolph. 
For two and a half hours he heaped sarcasm and 
invective, scorn and ridicule, upon the newly risen 
“war-hawks.’”’ He made savage thrusts at gentle- 
men calling themselves Republicans and at the same 
time advocating war, at those other Republicans 
who were “as infatuated with standing armies, 
loans, taxes, navies, and war, as ever were the Essex 
Junto.” He paid his compliments to those who 
cast wistful and determined eyes towards Canada 
as an easy prey, and to those who so readily forgot 
the close ties which bound America to England in 
the bonds of language, religion, and law. Whether 
wholly sane or at times seriously unbalanced, his 
keenness, his volcanic temper, his daring use of the 
rapier in debate, and his readiness to join the minor- 
ity on occasion, make John Randolph of Roanoke 
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without doubt the most unique and the most pict- 
uresque partisan in the history of Congress.* 

John C. Calhoun’s first great speech in Congress 
was a reply to this effort of Randolph’s. In almost 
every characteristic Calhoun was the opposite of 
Randolph—a grave, handsome young man, just past 
thirty, polished and logical in utterance, persuasive 
and courteous in dealing with his opponents, subtle 
and ingenious in presenting his own arguments. 
His speech on this occasion carried a weight which 
could not be diminished by the youth and inex- 
perience of the speaker. “The question, even in 
the opinion and admission of our opponents, is re- 
duced to this single point: which shall we do, aban- 
don or defend our own commercial and maritime 
rights, and the personal liberties of our citizens em- 
ployed in exercising them? These rights are essen- 
tially attacked and war is the only means of redress. 
... Which alternative this House ought to embrace, 
it is not for me to say. I hope the decision is made 
already by a higher authority than the voice of 
any tan. 2 

Even the speaker descended from the chair and 
took part in the discussion of the measures intro- 
duced to carry out the policy enunciated in the 
report of the committee, strongly supporting in a 
speech, on the last day of December, the proposal 
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to increase the regular army and to make liberal 
appropriations for the navy. It mattered not to 
men of the stamp of Clay whether Madison was 
right in forgiving French depredations and taking 
Napoleon at his word, or whether the Federalists 
were right in saying that the British were no worse 
than the French in their aggressions upon American 
commerce and upon the honor of the United States. 
Clay was not for waiting till a more convenient 
season, till the United States might be better pre- 
pared. To his mind war already existed. “Gentle- 
men say that this Government,” he declared to the 
House, “is unfit for any war, but a war of invasion. 
What, is it not equivalent to invasion, if the mouths 
of our harbors and outlets are blocked up, and we 
are denied egress from our own waters? Or when 
a burglar is at our door shall we bravely sally forth 
and repel his felonious entrance, or meanly skulk 
within the cells of the castle?’ ? 

That Calhoun, Clay, and the other speakers in this 
momentous debate voiced the sentiments of a large 
majority of the people throughout the country, save 
in New England, there cannot be much doubt. 
Beginning late in November, 1811, resolutions from 
state legislatures came pouring in upon Congress from 
all parts of the country—Georgia, Pennsylvania, 
Virginia, Ohio, Kentucky, and the House of Rep- 
resentatives of Massachusetts united in approving 
warlike measures. The Virginia resolution of De- 


1Clay, Works (Colton’s ed., 1863), V., 278, 283. 
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cember 17 declared in unmistakable terms for im- 
mediate war: “This assembly, speaking as they 
believe they do, the voice of the people of this 
commonwealth, have viewed with approbation the 
uniform zeal and just remonstrances pursued and 
adopted by the general government. . . . The period 
has now arrived when peace, as we now have it, is 
disgraceful, and war is honorable.”” The governors 
almost without exception pledged support to the ad- 
ministration and proceeded to put their militia on a 
war footing. The war was to be a national war, “a 
war of the people of America against the government of 
England,” a war to ‘‘ purify the political atmosphere.’’* 

The first attempt of the war party to secure the 
legislation needed to carry out the policy adopted 
in the resolutions of the committee on foreign rela- 
tions showed how difficult it was to transform the 
old partisan inertia into warlike energy. A bill 
introduced into the Senate by Giles raised the num- 
ber of men to be added to the regular army from 
ten thousand, proposed by the House committee, 
to twenty-five thousand. The motive of the leaders 
of the Senate was the ill-concealed purpose to em- 
barrass the administration, and particularly the 
treasury, by this large and expensive force, if, indeed, 
Randolph was mistaken in his fling that “it had not 
been demonstrated that these men could be raised; 
it would be an army on paper only.” After some 
sparring between the Houses, the Senate bill finally 


1 Niles’ Register, 1., 297, 298, 337, 352, 361, 362. 
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became a law June 26, 1812, partly by the aid of 
Federalists who voted with the extreme Republicans 
to make it inconvenient for their enemies.! 

The next measure, for a volunteer force of fifty 
thousand men, presumably to come from the state 
militia, but to be put under the control of the United 
States and thus to be available for service outside 
the United States, as in Canada or in Florida, re- 
vealed the progress the Republicans were making 
towards the exercise of the broadest sovereign 
powers by the United States. This measure be- 
came a law February 6, but when the third plan, 
the naval programme, was presented, the Repub- 
licans held back. Cheves’s request for seven million 
five hundred thousand dollars for the construction 
of twelve seventy-fours and twenty frigates staggered 
the House, which had a traditional, almost innate, 
prejudice against the navy; though his argument 
was strong, it was not strong enough to convert the 
House, and the scheme for new vessels was defeated 
by a majority of only three votes. Aggressive ac- 
tion at sea must thenceforth be confined to the 
little navy then in service, and to the volunteer, or 
privateer, navy which would spring up after the 
declaration of war.’ 

Gallatin presented, in November, 1811, a report 


1 Annals of Cong., 12 Cong., 1 Sess., 35, 66, 707; U. S. Statutes 
at Large, II., 671. 

2Annals of Cong., 12 Cong., 1 Sess., 803 et seq., especially 
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which showed that, without spending any money on 
war preparations, the treasury would have a surplus 
of several millions at the end of the year. As the 
war spirit developed during the session, the estimates 
of the secretary of the treasury were no longer valid 
for the new situation, and he accordingly submitted 
revised estimates, showing that if the war was: un- 
dertaken there would be a deficit of at least four 
million dollars. Gallatin had so often of late years 
been disregarded in his recommendations that he 
did not in this case enter into any detailed specifica- 
tion as to the means by which the deficit could be 
provided for. If Congress would have war, it must 
devise its own means for the luxury.’ 

Congress, however, instead of meeting the issue 
squarely, made Gallatin’s report a basis for a new 
attack on him. His bitter and relentless enemies, 
the Giles and Smith faction, asked why this great 
financier did not show his superior genius by de- 
vising original and adequate means for meeting the 
deficit. They declared that the report was a de- 
liberate attempt to put “a damper” upon the new 
army, and that it was artfully drawn up for the 
express purpose of alarming the people and checking 
the decision of Congress. One of the severest criti- 
cisms made upon Gallatin’s recommendation was that 
he could point to no other means of raising revenue 
for war purposes than those which had been resort- 
ed to by his Federalist predecessors, Hamilton and 
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Walcott—direct taxes, excises, stamp duties, and 
the doubling of import duties.! 

War was upon the country, and millions must be 
supplied; the doubling of duties on imports would 
avail little, since importations would necessarily fall 
to a minimum when war really began. Yet Con- 
gress was not willing to resort to radical measures 
for increasing the revenue by taxation, and spent 
much time in the spring of 1812 discussing the 
weighty question whether the tax on distilled liq- 
uors in a pending bill should be laid on stills or 
should take the form of a gallon-tax. The outcome 
of the matter was not a tax act, but in June.a post- 
ponement of the whole matter by a vote of 72 to 46. 

This unwillingness of Congress, during the early 
years of the war, to draw liberally and directly upon 
the resources of the people, not only greatly ham- 
pered the administration by keeping down the 
revenues and impairing the credit of the United 
States, but really considerably increased the cost of 
the war to the people, since the later loans were 
subjected to heavy discounts. Even the resource of 
borrowing was used grudgingly at this first session 
of the twelfth Congress, which finally authorized a 
loan of only eleven million dollars at six per cent. 
Without the aid of a Bank of the United States such 
a loan was with much difficulty placed at par as pro- 
vided in the authorizing act; hence, even before the 


1 Niles’ Register, I., 368, 394, 408 (Giles’s speech of December 
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war began, the perplexities of war finance were ex- 
perienced. In June, another act directed the issue 
of treasury notes up to five million dollars bearing 
interest at five and two-fifths per cent., such notes 
to be transferable by delivery and indorsement. 
The unusual rate of interest was chosen to facilitate 
such transfers, for the value of a note at any time, 
principal and interest, could easily be computed, the 
interest being one and one-half cents per day on 
every hundred dollars of the principal, each month 
computed as centaining thirty days.’ 

War was not to be begun, however, without one 
more resort to the old and familiar weapon of an 
embargo, which might almost be called a proper 
measure in anticipation of war. No matter how dull 
its edge, no matter how resentfully it would be 
received by the commercial interests, to whom the 
very idea of another embargo was odious, Madison 
recommended on April 1 an immediate embargo, to 
last sixty days. The leaders of the House welcomed 
the significant suggestion, passed the bill in a single 
day, and sent it to the Senate, which secured its 
amendment so as to hold good for ninety days. The 
extension of time was merely a concession to the 
moderate Republicans, who still hoped that negotia- 
tions might bring adjustment.? 

It was Madison’s first step along the difficult and 
thorny road into which the War Republicans had 


‘U.S. Statutes at Large, 1., 694, 766. 
2 Tbid., 11., 700; Annals of Cong., 12 Cong., 1 Sess., 1597, 1602. 
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compelled him to enter. It is quite impossible to 
say how much longer the president, if left to himself, 
would have gone on with his reiterative negotiations, 
special envoys to London, and the old expedients of 
meaningless ultimatums. Madison himself had no 
liking for war, and of all the presidents of the United 
States, except Buchanan, none was less fitted for 
rallying the people to the support of a war or for 
carrying on the government during the stressful 
months and years of actual combat. A story has 
been frequently repeated and even set down in text- 
books, that Clay and other leaders presented to 
Madison in a formal manner the alternative of a 
pledge to recommend war, or the loss of the re- 
nomination for the presidency in 1812. Good his- 
torical evidence in proof of the story is lacking, and 
Clay and his confréres explicitly denied it. Madison 
knew that war was probably inevitable; he believed 
that the war party in Congress had the people be- 
hind them, and that if he were to continue president 
he must be re-elected through the aid of the war- 
makers. So all through the winter and spring of 
1812, he made no effort to check the new patriots. 
Each side understood the other and tacitly accepted 
the situation; Madison secured his renomination, 
but with it the direction of a distasteful war; the 
war-hawks got their war, but with a most unwarlike 
commander-in-chief of the army and navy.’ 


1 Williams, Statesman’s Manual, 1., 348; Adams, Gallatin, 
456; Schouler, United Stutes, I1., 388 n. 
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President Madison was renominated in May by a 
congressional caucus at which eighty-two members 
were present. John Langdon of New Hampshire 
was tendered the nomination for the vice-presidency, 
but declined it, whereupon the second place on the 
ticket was given to Elbridge Gerry, lately defeated 
for re-election to the governorship of Massachusetts. 
Madison’s chief rival in this campaign was De Witt 
Clinton of New York,a Republican strongly opposed 
to the Virginia dynasty. Young, able, ambitious of 
position, experienced and adroit in political manage- 
ment, he magnified the commercial and political im- 
portance of New York, and took advantage of the 
fact that that state had gone Federalist in the last 
election. Being the “boss” of the state and desiring 
the presidential nomination, he received it from the 
hands of the New York legislature ten days after 
Madison was named at Washington.! 

The Federalists were much at sea as to their 
nomination, and a convention of men from the states 
north of the Potomac and from South Carolina, met 
in a sort of private session in New York in Septem- 
ber to determine their course in regard to Clinton. 
Rufus King denounced Clinton as a second Burr, but 
Massachusetts urged the imperative need of defeat- 
ing Madison as a means of peace, now that the 
orders in council were repealed. Hopes of success 
in New York were raised by the existence of the 
usual bitter factional fight in that state, and by the 
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triumph of the Burr, or anti-Clinton, faction in se- 
curing a New York federal judgeship. By a strange 
combination of circumstances, the Federalists were 
finally brought to indorse Clinton’s nomination, and 
then to place Jared Ingersoll, the attorney -general 
of Pennsylvania, a man of New England birth, upon 
the ticket with him.' 

In this first war-time election Madison was chosen 
by an electoral vote of 128 against Clinton’s 89. The 
president carried Vermont and Pennsylvania, but 
Clinton succeeded in carrying New York, largely 
through the efficient aid of Martin Van Buren, who 
thus made his appearance as a political figure in that 
long line of remarkably astute and skilful New York 
politicians which began with Aaron Burr. The Fed- 
eralists also carried Massachusetts by a majority of 
twenty-four thousand, in spite of the fact that the 
state had but recently chosen Gerry as a Republican 
governor. It was hardly a good augury for carrying 
on a vigorous, liberally supported war against Great 
Britain, that such great, rich states as Massachusetts 
and New York, with their resources of men and 
money, should cast their votes against the adminis- 
tration.” 

1 King, Life and Corresp. of King, V., 276 et seq. 
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CHAPTER V 


THE DECLARATION OF WAR 
(1812) 


HILE Congress was hesitating to pass warlike 

measures, and while the determined leaders of 
the war party, by force of intellect and dogmatism, 
were bringing a reluctant body of conservative 
Republicans into line to support such measures, 
the president lost no opportunity, as soon as his 
political alliance was settled, to add impetus to the 
war movement. So eager was he that on March g, 
1812, he sent to Congress a collection of documents 
for which he had recently been duped into paying 
to John Henry fifty thousand dollars out of the con- 
tingent fund for foreign intercourse. These papers, 
Madison declared, proved that Great Britain in 
time of peace, and while professing friendship, had 
employed a secret agent to stir up disaffection in 
certain states, especially Massachusetts, with the 
purpose of producing resistance to the laws of the 
Union, and ultimately of destroying the integrity 
of the nation and bringing the eastern part into 
political connection with Great Britain.' 


' Richardson, Messages and Papers, 1., 498; Niles’ Register, 
II., 19-27, reprints the documents thus submitted. 
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The facts were bad enough, but not so bad as the 
president tried to make them out. John Henry, 
an Irishman, had been employed in 1809 by Sir 
James Craig, governor-general of Canada, to visit 
New England and find out the sentiment of the 
Federalists regarding separation, and connection of 
some sort with Great Britain. Henry spent three 
months in Boston and wrote numerous reports to 
one of Craig’s subordinates; which were in turn 
transmitted to the home government in London. 
He tried to secure from the British ministry the 
sum of thirty-two thousand pounds for his services 
as a political spy, and, failing in this, he had under- 
taken to get revenge and to fill his spendthrift 
pockets with American gold. On his way to New 
York he fell in with a French impostor, “Count” 
Edward de Crillon, and this pair of precious scoun- 
drels, with the countenance of Serrurier, the French 
minister at Washington, finally persuaded Monroe 
and Madison to buy the documents and thus to 
bring discomfiture upon the administration’s im- 
placable Federalist opponents. The price paid to 
Henry was speedily transferred to Crillon in ex- 
change for French “estates”’ which that Napoleonic 
spy never possessed.’ 

Henry’s reports set forth the view that Massa- 
chusetts would probably lead in organizing resistance 
to a war against Great Britain, but that even the 


1Henry Adams, ‘Count Edward de Crillon,” in Am. Hist. 
Rev., 1., 51-69. 
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most rampant of the Federalists realized that seces- 
sion must be resorted to only as an extreme measure. 
No names appeared in the copies which he sold to 
Madison, and to the great relief of the Federalist 
leaders the papers summarized his impressions with- 
out going into details. The disclosures were so in- 
consequential that their real effect was little more 
than the establishment of the fact of a semi-official 
intrigue against the United States, and consequently 
a deepening of popular antagonism to the British. 

The investigation of Mr. Henry Adams in the 
British archives has revealed another side to this 
British-Federalist diplomacy. The British minister 
at Washington, Mr. Foster, without his suggestion, 
was visited by leading Federalists early in 1812, and 
received from them advice as to “a thorough amal- 
gamation of interests between Great Britain and 
America’’: no concession by Great Britain in favor 
of revocation or modification of the orders, but a 
steady pressure upon the United States until it 
should give up its restrictive system. “They [the 
Federalists] seemed to think that Great Britain 
could by management bring the United States into 
any connection with her that she pleased.”’ If war 
comes, said the Federalists, it will be a short war, 
the administration will be overthrown, and a solid 
peace with Great Britain will be established.? 

The military spirit certainly rose fast, for hope 
and courage were stronger than fear and submission, 
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The New York militia were prepared for duty along 
the northern frontiers; the New Jersey, Pennsyl- 
vania, Virginia, Georgia, Ohio, Kentucky, and Ten- 
nessee militia were put on a war footing. The men 
of the trans-Alleghany states and territories were 
waiting eagerly for marching orders to Canada. In 
the House of Representatives, Randolph, the in- 
suppressible, was at length silenced. His attempt 
to debate the war in open House on an informal 
motion led the speaker to rule that he must reduce 
to writing his motion that it was “inexpedient to 
resort to war with Great Britain.’’ The issue being 
thus made perfectly clear, the House, by a vote of 
72 to 37, refused to consider the motion.* 

Only here and there did the revolt against the 
war and war measures make itself noticeable. In 
New York City and in Boston there was strong feel- 
ing against the loans, the embargo, the Virginia 
cabal to maintain the presidential succession, and 
against the “madmen of Kentucky and Tennessee.”’ 
In New York and New England the spring elections 
showed distinct Federalist gains; but for the rest 
of the country the youthful exultation in untried 
strength, and eagerness to exercise it against an 
underestimated enemy, showed no signs of abate- 
ment. 

The message of the president, on June 1, definitely 
suggesting to the legislative department provisions 
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for “opposing force to force in defence of their 
national rights,’’ was the sign of Madison’s com- 
plete surrender to the war party. He recited, as 
the grievances of the United States, the violation of 
the American flag on the high seas; the blockading 
of our ports; impressment of seamen; the refusal of 
Great Britain to repeal the orders in council; the 
Indian disturbances in the northwest; and all the 
painfully familiar, reiterated arguments of the war 
Republicans.’ 

Further delay was obviously useless. The mes- 
sage was referred to a committee, whose report, 
presented June 3 by Calhoun, strongly favored 
resort to arms to defend the sovereignty and inde- 
pendence of the United States. 

The declaration of war consisted of a single sen- 
tence draughted by William Pinkney, the attorney- 
general, “that war be and the same is hereby de- 
clared to exist’’ between the United States and 
Great Britain; and the president was authorized to 
use the whole land and naval force of the United 
States to make the declaration effective. Strong 
opposition developed, but it passed the House by a 
vote of 79 to 49. For twelve days the Senate held 
up the measure while the Federalists and the Giles- 
Smith faction proposed such alternatives as the 
granting of letters of marque and reprisal, and the 
arming of merchant vessels. All attempts to make 
radical amendment failed, and after a fortnight of 
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secret discussion the declaration passed the Senate, 
19 to 13, the majority finally including the three 
senators most hostile to the administration—Giles, 
Smith, and Leib. The president immediately signed 
the bill and issued a proclamation that war existed 
between the United States and Great Britain. The 
same day “he visited in person—a thing never 
known before—all the offices of the departments of 
war and navy, stimulating everything in a manner 
worthy of a little commander in chief with his little 
round hat and huge cockade.’’ * 

The remaining three weeks of the session were 
taken up with war measures. Letters of marque 
and reprisal were authorized, penalties were im- 
posed upon all who should trade with the enemy, 
and a few of the most necessary acts for carrying on 
war were passed. But bills for war taxes, prepared 
by Secretary Gallatin, were gently postponed to the 
next session; to the credit of Calhoun and Cheves 
be it said that they voted against postponement. 

Calhoun, perhaps better than any one else of his 
party, illustrated the complete break which had been 
made between the old and the new Republicanism. 
In a speech on June 24, he declared audaciously 
against commercial restrictions, and cut loose from 
the traditions not merely of Madison, but of his 


1 Richardson, Messages and Papers, 1., 512; Annals of Cong., 
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greater master, Jefferson. With fine courtesy and 
respect for the rights of those who had upheld the 
restrictive system he distinctly separated himself 
from them: ‘The restrictive system as a mode of 
resistance .. . has never been a favorite one with me. 
. .. It does not suit the genius of our people, or that 
of our government, or the geographical character of 
our country. ... We have had a peace like a war: 
in the name of Heaven let us not have the only thing 
that is worse—a war like a peace.’’ With this high 
note ringing in the ears of its members, Congress 
adjourned July 6.1 

Whatever its shortcomings—its failure to make 
sufficient provision for supporting the war which it 
had declared, its failure to recognize the disparity in 
size and resources of the two powers—Congress had 
shown a most refreshing energy and optimism. For 
a time the west was in command, “rushing headlong 
into difficulties with little calculation of the needs, 
and little concern for the consequences,’’? so long as 
the lodestar of patriotic zeal and just resentment of 
national insult led them on. The session of 1812 
stands out as one of the momentous sessions of the 
- first half-century of the republic. 

The minority, checked in debate and silenced by 
secret sessions, found voice in a vigorous protest 
scattered broadcast over the land. It was signed 
by thirty-four members of the House, and set forth 
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at great length and in vigorous phrase the grounds 
of their opposition to the war. More distinctly 
than elsewhere in the speeches and papers of the 
Federalists, and if possible with more force, it de- 
nounced the anomaly of waging war to redress the 
wrongs of a section which opposed the war; of war-- 
ring against the least offending party of the two; of 
entering upon a costly and indefinite war without 
the backing of the financiers of the nation; and, last 
of all, of waging a war of conquest upon the colonies 
of a nation in full command of the sea. 

New England denounced the war in strong terms 
in June and July, while the governors of several 
states quietly but effectively refused to call out their 
militia at the request of General Dearborn; and for 
these acts they were indorsed and supported by the 
legislatures and people of their states. Those who 
opposed the war in Baltimore experienced the odium- 
and persecution meted out to peace-lovers in time of 
war. In that prosperous commercial city of fifty 
thousand inhabitants was a sturdy, conservative ele- 
ment which had for its organ the Federal Republi- 
can, edited by Jacob Wagner and Alexander C. 
Hanson, the former a common, slanderous writer, 
who had been chief clerk of the state department 
under Secretary Pickering, and under Madison 
until 1807; the latter a son of the chancellor of 
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Maryland, and a grandson ofa president of the 
Continental Congress. There was also a large ruffian 
element, such as gathers in rapidly growing seaports, 
half pirate, half roustabout, and wholly brutal and 
unrestrained. 

The Federal Republican, after the declaration, 
spoke vigorously against the war about to begin, and 
announced its intention to continue this open criti- 
cism. Two days later its office was sacked and the 
types, presses, and furniture demolished, and Wagner 
compelled to flee for his life while the mob searched 
private houses to find him. Next day the mob con- 
tinued the pastime of searching houses, burned the 
house of a negro who was accused of speaking well 
of the British, and dismantled several vessels alleged 
to be about to sail under British permits. Evident- 
ly Baltimore, and perhaps the whole south and west, 
believed that opposition to a war legally declared 
bordered on treason and should be punished by the 
prompt and unceremonious measures of “lynch law.” 

On July 27, the Federal Republican, with un- 
diminished bitterness and vigor of utterance, was 
again received by its subscribers, issuing nominally 
from a house in Charles Street. This house was 
attacked by a new mob, and in the mélée which 
followed, and in the later assault on the jail, whither 
Hanson and his friends allowed themselves to be 
taken, many men were killed, wounded, or terribly 
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beaten. Among these were two veteran officers of 
the Revolutionary War, General Lingan, who was 
killed, and General Henry Lee, who was made a 
cripple for life. It seemed as though a scene from 
the red drama of the French Revolution were being 
re-enacted in the city nearest the capital of the 
nation whose boast was freedom. The whole Balti- 
more episode created a profound impression un- 
favorable to the government and to the war. Inthe 
election which followed in October, the Federalists 
gained control of the Maryland Assembly, electing 
Hanson as a representative in Congress and sending 
a Federalist to the United States Senate.’ 

At the very time that the Americans were moving 
rapidly towards a declaration of war, and while the 
Federalists were advising the British minister to 
continue the orders in council, conditions in Eng- 
land were making imperative upon the ministry 
the revocation of these orders which constituted the 
chief cause of the war. The movement for repeal 
began as early as 1808, when Lord: Brougham in the 
Commons and Lord Lansdowne in the Lords led the 
agitation for such a method of settling the difficulties 
with America. But the time was not ripe. Further 
bitter experience and hardship must be suffered by 
the manufacturers of England before they would 
put the needed pressure on the ministry. At length, 
in the spring of 1812, a parliamentary inquiry was 
authorized and long hearings against the orders were 

! Niles’ Register, II1., 96, 112, 176. 
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conducted. Even the assassination of Spencer 
Perceval, chancellor of the exchequer, in the lobby 
of the House of Commons, May 11, was not per- 
mitted to interrupt the hearings. The evidence, 
which fills a ponderous volume, shows how serious- 
ly, even vitally, the industries of England had been 
hit by the orders, and how necessary was immediate 
revocation.' 

Not merely was the loss of American trade already 
great, but there was danger of war with the United 
States, and still more permanent danger from pos- 
sible American rivalry in manufacturing. The pres- 
entation of the alleged decree of Napoleon, bearing 
date of April 28, 1811, declaring the Berlin and 
Milan decrees fully repealed, also had weight with a 
government which had so often expressed its will- 
ingness to withdraw its orders when the French 
decrees were withdrawn. In spite of the elaborate 
arguments of Sir James Stephen and other supporters 
of the ministry in justifying the policy of the orders, 
there were many who held that these odious measures 
had no foundation either in law or expediency. The © 
later sober thought of British jurists has generally 
conceded “that they were contrary to the law of na- 
tions and to our [England’s] own municipal law.’’? 
Two days before the Congress of the United States 
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voted to declare war, Lord Brougham moved in the 
House of Commons for the unconditional repeal of 
the orders in council. The ministry, pressed upon 
by the evidence before the House, troubled by its 
own weakness, involved more deeply than ever in 
the European struggle against Napoleon, and op- 
pressed with fear of war with the United States at 
a most inopportune time, grudgingly acquiesced in 
Brougham’s motion, and on June 23, four days 
after President Madison’s proclamation of war, the 
repeal of the orders was accomplished, so far as they 
regarded American vessels, with the reservation 
that they should be revived if America persisted 
in hostile acts. The British undoubtedly believed 
that the concession was the utmost price they could 
pay for the peace which they desired to have con- 
tinued. Of course the plan had its advantages, for 
it would open again to the British manufacturers 
and merchants the American markets, closed to 
them since February, 1811; and these markets just 
then would be peculiarly important since those of — 
the Continent were still closed to English ships.* 

It is not difficult to believe that the war would, 
after all, have been averted had the present ocean 
telegraphic-cable been available for sending to 
Washington the news of this “surrender” of Great 


1Cf, Mahan, ‘‘The War of 1812,” in Scribner's Mag., XXXV., 
470-474; Lord Liverpool’s official statement in Hansard, Parl. 
Debates, XXII1., 733; Brougham’s claim to the credit of repeal 
is in his Autobiography, Mee 
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Britain in such an important particular. But the 
news reached Washington too late to be effective 
with the Americans, even if the reservation in the 
repeal had not been offensive to them. Accordingly, 
they simply dropped one more of the valid causes 
for waging war, and accepted the defence of sailors’ 
rights as sufficient in itself. In this there was no 
inconsistency, for wholesale impressment of Amer- 
icans who were citizens by birth and not by natural- 
ization, was not denied by the British. Lord Castle- 
reagh admitted that there were in 1811, out of one 
hundred and forty-five thousand seamen actually 
employed in the British service, probably sixteen 
hundred native-born Americans serving by im- 
pressment on British ships, and nearly two thousand 
more who claimed to be American citizens. The 
noble lord declared that these cases were incidental 
and irritating errors which could not be prevented 
in the rigid enforcement of a proper and necessary 
policy decided upon by the British government. 
He further announced that all who were thus im- 
pressed would be discharged upon proving satis- 
factorily their American birth. How this proof 
was to be furnished while they were in semi-slavery 
in British fleets was not made clear.' 

The number of complaints registered with the 
secretary of state of the United States before the 
war was not less than 6257, with strong probability 
of several thousand cases that were never filed. 


1 Hansard, Parl. Debates, XXIV., 601-602. 
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Waiving the validity and honesty of American 
naturalization as evidenced by the “papers’’ pre- 
sented by seamen—and Great Britain did not 
formally recognize the right of expatriation until 
1869—there were probably many more than six- 
teen hundred Americans impressed without any 
shadow of right whatever. When hostilities be- 
gan, about twenty-five hundred of these impressed 
Americans refused to fight against their country- 
men, and were sent to English prisons, particularly. 
Dartmoor, and there remained until the end of the 
war, unable, of course, to satisfy Great Britain of 
their American origin. It was one of those curious 
anomalies of the war, that the very states which 
had suffered most from impressments as well as from 
assaults on neutral commerce, opposed the war most 
bitterly.’ 

The lack of foresightful preparation for war on 
the part of the United States in 1812 borders on the 
ridiculous. She declared war upon the mistress of 
the seas, upon the arch enemy of Napoleon and the 
great barrier to the realization of his ambitions, 
upon the mother of great and rich colonies to the 
north and south of the United States. England, 
furthermore, was a nation with a strong military 
tradition, with officers of great ability and experi- 
ence, and with an army at the height of its efficiency 


1 Estimates of number of impressments in Roosevelt, Naval 
War (3d ed.); 42 n; Lossing, Fteld-book of the War of 1812, 1068; 
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in the midst of a great campaign. Against all of 
these, what did the United States oppose? A reg- 
ular army of some sixty-seven hundred men, offi- 
cered by old men, or men of petty spirit and petty 
experience, of whom General Winfield Scott, speak- 
ing from personal knowledge, said they were sunk 
in sloth and ignorance, many of them being ruined 
by intemperate drinking.’ 

There was no military tradition in the United 
States and no respect for the military service, as was 
shown abundantly in the appointments made in 
1812 under the army reorganization act. Dearborn, 
who became senior major-general, had been a deputy 
quartermaster-general in the Revolution, later a 
colonel in the New Hampshire militia, and secretary 
of war under Jefferson, He left the collectorship 
of the port of Boston, at the age of sixty-one, to 
take command of the army. Thomas Pinckney, 
the junior major-general, who had seen his only 
service thirty years before in the guerilla companies 
of Marion and Sumter, was sixty-three; James 
Wilkinson, who was about all that an officer should 
not be—insubordinate, obstinate, negligent, and cor- 
rupt, if not positively traitorous — was the senior 
brigadier-general. Another brigadier was Governor 
Wilham Hull, of Michigan territory, also an old 
Revolutionary soldier of about sixty years. Scott 
describes the group of new officers appointed after 
1808 as either indifferent or positively bad, swagger- 
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ers, political dependants (like Winder), poor gentle- 
men who were fit for naught else.' 

The main reliance for both offensive and defensive 
operations was to be the militia and volunteers, the 
army of the free people, according to Jeffersonian 
dogma, rising to defend their rights. These militia 
and volunteer soldiers were very raw material out 
of which to make an army, though they knew how 
to shoot and could shift fairly well for themselves. 
But with pompous, political incapables for officers 
before them and behind them, to command them 
and supply them, they never made a respectable 
army; not until the very last of the war, when capa- 
ble, vigorous, and experienced officers drilled them 
into real soldiers, did they become formidable. 
Those men whom Amos Kendall saw in the spring 
and summer of 1814 in Pennsylvania and Kentucky 
were probably no exceptions to the general rule of 
recruits: ‘ About three hundred militia from Adams 
County, Pennsylvania, entered the place [McCon- 
nellstown] on their way to Erie. They were without 
order, and apparently without officers—mean, dirty, 
ugly, and in every respect contemptible.” In 
August he witnessed a temporary muster in Ken- 
tucky, and wrote in the flippant disgust of a fas- 
tidious young man from the east: “The soldiers 
are under no more restraint than a herd of swine. 
Reasoning, remonstrating, threatening, and ridicul- 
ing their officers, they show their sense of equality 
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and their total want of subordination.”’ On the 
other hand, Jackson described his Tennessee militia 
of 1813 to Monroe in words of highest praise: “‘ They 
are the choicest of our citizens. .. . They go at their 
country’s call to do the will of the Government. No 
constitutional scruples [in comparison with Massa- 
chusetts militia] trouble them. Nay, they will re- 
joice at the opportunity of placing the American 
eagle on the ramparts of Mobile, Pensacola, and Fort 
St. Augustine.”” And Jackson saw to it that they 
had their opportunity.’ 

As for arms, ammunition, clothing, stores, and 
plans, the United States was guiltless of “goods 
laid by for many years.’”’ Fortifications were old 
and primitive, or designed chiefly for defence against 
the Indians. New York, Philadelphia, and Balti- 
more found out later that fortification was essen- 
tially a local issue. 

The navy with which war was to be made on 
England with her eight hundred and more war 
vessels, two hundred and thirty of which were 
larger than any American craft, consisted of about a 
dozen vessels, the largest of which was a forty-four- 
gun frigate. The naval forces were five thousand 
Americans to one hundred and fifty thousand Brit- 
ish. The navy had this advantage, however, over 
the army: there was a large body of the most expert 
sailors in the world in the merchant and fishing 
fleets of the United States, who could be relied on 
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for service on the war vessels or on the privateers; 
and the regular naval officers had been trained in 
the Barbary wars. There was none of the spirit- 
lessness, none of the dead-wood, in the navy that 
there was in the army.' 

The federal treasury was empty, or would be by 
the end of the year, for the revenues were derived 
chiefly from duties on imports, and the non -inter- 
course act cut off this source of supply. The coun- 
try had been “embargoed and non -intercoursed 
almost into a consumption,’’ as John Randolph 
passionately declared. In the distressed state of 
commerce and industry, no new taxes were laid to 
take the place of the lost duties. With a probable 
revenue of less than ten million dollars, with which 
to meet expenses of thirty million dollars, with a 
credit so poor that loans fell at once below par, 
necessitating resort to treasury notes, with the Bank 
of the United States gone and the sympathies of the 
financial classes of New England and the Middle 
States hopelessly alienated, the United States faced 
a government with an income from taxation reach- 
ing seventy million dollars, and with the machinery 
for producing even greater revenue if the need were 
great enough. Congress seemed to have reached its 
limit of preparation for war against the armies and 
navies of Great Britain, the wealthiest power of Eu- 
rope, when it authorized a loan of eleven million dol- 
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lars and the issue of five million dollars of treasury 
notes." 

The chief advantage of America’s eight millions 
of people against England’s twenty millions, lay in 
geographical.position. The great distance from Eng- 
land, over which she must transport, by the slow 
and uncertain means of sailing vessels, her men, 
arms, and supplies; and the vast extent of the in- 
terior of the United States, stretching back from the 
long coast-line running from the St. Croix to the 
St. Mary’s, were prime factors in favor of the Amer- 
icans. The attempts of England to penetrate into 
the great interior would be like the blows of a sledge- 
hammer struck into a bin of wheat: a few kernels 
would be bruised or destroyed, but the iron would 
soon bury itself harmlessly just under the surface of 
the mass. Against the united strength of Great 
Britain, the United States could oppose no strong 
national spirit in 1812; there was little or no ap- 
preciation of the tendency to unity. For twenty- 
five years there had been unrelenting emphasis on 
differences of opinions and interests, commercial 
against planting classes; Virginia, the Carolinas, and 
Kentucky against New England. Threats of seces- 
sion in and out of season were calmly received. 

The leaders of the new Republicans made them- 
selves believe that war against England would unite 
the whole nation against its foes, no matter what 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, I1., 694, 766; Dunbar (ed.), Laws, 
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might have been the partisan prejudices and fac- 
tional differences before the declaration. In this 
judgment they were profoundly mistaken, betraying 
once more their inability to comprehend the strength 
of New York party feuds, or the unique New Eng- 
land combination of conscience, relentlessness, and 
thrift in business. Madison’s plan of throwing “‘ for- 
ward the flag of the country, sure that the people 
would press onward to defend it,’’ was therefore 
destined to failure from the very start. The English 
premier, Lord Liverpool, showed real penetration 
into American conditions when he asserted in Feb- 
ruary, 1813, “that the war on the part of America 
had been a war of passion, of party spirit, and not a 
war of policy, of interest, or of necessity.”’! 


1 Niles’ Register, I., 252, quoting the Federal Republican; 
Adams, United States, V1., 210; Adams, Gallatin, 460, n.; Han- 
sard, Parl. Debates, XXIV., 584. 


CHAPTER VI 


ON LTO. CANADA 
(1812-1814) 


HE war-makers of 1812 had no other purpose 

than to make an aggressive campaign from the 
start. The main reliance was to be upon the land 
forces,and consequently the only object of attack was 
Canada; hence it was along the long boundary-line 
stretching from Mackinac to Lake Champlain that 
the chief military operations took place, up to the 
summer of 1814. The conquest of Canada was one 
/ of the first and most important objects urged by 
men like Clay, to whom it had appeared for two years 
as the blow which England would feel almost as 
keenly as she had felt the loss of the thirteen colonies 
in the Revolutionary War. | Either as a conquered 
province or as a hostage for securing from Britain 
the demands of the United States, it seemed supreme- 
ly desirable. ‘‘The conquest of Canada is in your 
power,’’ Clay announced to the House in February, 
1810. “TI trust I shall not be deemed presumptuous 
when I state that I verily believe that the militia 
of Kentucky are alone competent to place Montreal 
and Upper Canada at your feet. Is it nothing to the 
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British nation; is it nothing to the pride of her 
monarch, to have the last of the immense North 
American possessions held by him in the commence- 
ment of his reign wrested from his dominions? Is 
it nothing to us to extinguish the torch that lights 
up savage warfare?’’! 

In fact, so obtrusive was this aim that Randolph 
sarcastically declared: “Agrarian cupidity, not 
maritime right, urges the war. Ever since the re- 
port of the Committee on Foreign Relations came 
into the House, we have heard but one word,— 
like the whippoorwill, but one eternal monotonous 
tone—Canada, Canada, Canada!’’ Even Jefferson, 
who ought to have known better, wrote to Duane in 
August, 1812: “The acquisition of Canada this year 
as far as the neighborhood of Quebec, will be a mere 
matter of marching, and will give us experience for 
the attack on Halifax the next, and the final ex- 
pulsion of England from the American continent.” 
It may be recalled, however, that Jefferson was even 
less of an authority on military and naval matters 
than he was upon financial affairs. Very dearly were 
the Republicans to pay in terms of pain, loss, and 
pride for the jaunty way in which they attacked the 
British in Canada.’ 

Fs “Such a campaign was quite advisable and accord- 
ing to precedent. Successful attacks had been re- 
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peatedly made upon the French provinces between 
1689 and 1763, but always from the sea; the land ex- 
peditions against Quebec before and during the Rev- 
olution were dismal failures. The provinces, which 
stretched for twelve hundred miles from Quebec 
to Lake Superior, contained four hundred thousand 
souls, one-third of whom were English immigrants or 
American loyalists and their descendants. | West of 
Montreal the competition for the fur-trade was keen 
and strong; the Americans outside the commercial 
centres felt bitterness and animosity for the British 
as a tradition. The west, which most hated the 
British, was the section which was most bent on the 
war, and it was fitting that the assault on the British 

/ power should come from that quarter. _Dearborn 
submitted to the war department before the war 
broke out a plan of campaign which called for a 

. main attack along the route leading past Lake 
Champlain to Montreal, with its easy access by way 
of the Hudson and Lake George. In support of this 
main attack, he planned three other invasions, from 
Sackett’s Harbor, from Niagara, and from Detroit. 
The whole was to be undertaken by forces to be made 
up chiefly of militia.‘ 

No one worked out the details of these plans, nor 
were the necessary men available for immediate 
action. Still, the general plan was wise: there was 
reason to expect that by the capture of Malden at 
the western end of Lake Erie, of Niagara at the east- 

'H. A. Dearborn, Defence of Gen. Dearborn, 3. 
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ern, of Kingston, and then of Montreal, the British 
power would be squeezed out of Canada. But such 
a task needed first of all a commander of ability, 
training, and tenacity, and such a man did not so 
much as show himself upon the horizon either in 
Washington or on the frontier. The operations of 
1812 were, in the language of a contemporary 
British officer, beneath criticism ; those of 1813 much 
criticised and unsuccessful, save at the Thames; 
those of 1814 slightly relieved of the monotony of 
unsuccess by the American victory at Lundy’s Lane 
and by the turning back of Prevost’s army at Platts- 
burg. | 

(_ The essential difficulties of the campaigns against 
Canada were not appreciated by any one connect- 
ed with the administration; close study of the ge- 
ography of the country and the systems of ‘trails, 
waterways, and highways makes it almost incredible 
that a nation or a party could have committed itself 
to any war with such nonchalance. } The frontiers 
were too thinly populated to supply an army with 
even coarse provisions, and no military posts or 
storehouses of consequence existed. There were 
no good roads in Michigan, Ohio, or western and 
northern New York over which to carry men, guns, 
ammunition, and supplies of food, clothing, and 
medicines. So difficult was transportation that 
it cost sixty dollars to get a barrel of flour 
from Philadelphia or New York to Detroit, and 
fifty cents to transport every pound of shot, can- 
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non-balls, and ammunition sent over the same 
route.! / 

Other difficulties thrust themselves forward. as 
foes against which enthusiasm, military experience, 
and patriotism would avail little: forests threaded 
only by a trail; rivers swollen by frequent rains; 
swamps fever-laden and pest-breeding in summer 
and treacherous in winter; and the omnipresent 
enmity of the Indians. The fight against these foes 
within her own territory cost the United States in the 
end almost as much in money, suffering, and life as 
did the actual struggle against. adversaries wearing 
the uniform of his Majesty’s service. A large part 
of the demand for internal improvements, which in- 
creased so rapidly after 1815, can be traced to the 
experiences of the government and the soldiers dur- 
ing the second war with Great Britain.? | 

The first: blow of the campaign was to be struck at 
the British posts at Malden and Fort Amherstburg, 
and to the men of the west was assigned this, as the 
first of many easy victories. The capture of Malden 
would mean much more than the mere possession 
of an important post: it would awe the hostile and 
restless Indians of Michigan and Indiana at least 
into neutrality in the war, for it is the Indian nature 
not to be found on what is expected to be the losing 
side. This first campaign so well illustrates the 


1 McAfee, ne War in the Western Country; 50, 54, ee 187 
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system of a nucleus of regulars with a force of vol- 
unteers and militia, under a political general, that 
it is worth while to go into some detail regarding it. 

(General William Hull, who finally accepted, in 
April, 1812, a brigadier’s commission after much 
urging by Madison, was a man of Revolutionary 
experience, and since 1805 governor of the territory 
of Michigan. He was sixty years old at the time 
of his appointment. He set out from Washington 
for his post without any very definite instructions 
or directions; late in May he took command of his 
troops at Dayton, Ohio; and when war was declared 
he was already on his two -hundred - mile march 
through the forest towards Detroit, with a force of 
nearly two thousand men, . The British commander 
was Major-General Isaac Brock, lieutenant-governor 
of Upper Canada, a man of remarkable energy, 
courage, resourcefulness, and military efficiency, 
who, in nearly every point, was the opposite of his 
enemy across the lake. Communication in the 
western country was bad, and of course neither 
general could get any very definite information as 
to the plans or strength of the other. | Regardless 
of the fact that the British were in naval control 
/of Lake Erie, when Hull reached the Maumee River 
he sent off his baggage, hospital stores, intrenching 
tools, and, through a blunder, his muster-rolls and 
instructions, by a schooner to Detroit. The capture 
of this vessel by the British, gave them their first 
clear notion of the American purposes: “I had no 
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idea,’ wrote General Brock to Prevost, “until I 
received ’s letter [and these documents], a few 
days ago, that General Hull was advancing with 
so large a force.” The British general lost no time 
in marshalling his little army, and in securing the 
co-operation of the Indians; but in numbers, and in 
possible reinforcements to his army, he was distinct- 
ly inferior to Hull.’ 

Hull reached Detroit in early July, and under 
orders from Washington crossed the river to attack 
Malden, issuing a boastful proclamation to the Ca- 
nadians. With his superior force he should have 
attacked at once, taking the chances of war, before 
the reinforcement of the enemy should make the 
contest more nearly equal. But while the British 
grew daily stronger, the American forces lost heart 
and respect for their general; and the Indians, now 
allied under Tecumseh with the British, were able 
to make vicious slashes at the line of Hull’s com- 
munications between Detroit and the Mautnee. 
Most disheartening of all was the news Hull received 
after he had settled down to the siege of Malden, 
that the British had taken Michilimackinac, thus, 
as he believed, unleashing “a vast number of chiefs 
who led hostile bands”’ of Indians from the northern 
frontier and from western Michigan. Overcome by 
his difficulties and his fears, Hull weakly retreat- 
ed from before Malden, and recrossed to Detroit, 
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August 8. Brock promptly turned the tables by 
following him. Hull sent off some six hundred men 
to try to open communication with the Ohio, and 
when they returned, unsuccessful, he wrote plain- 
tively to Secretary Eustis: “It is a painful considera- 
tion that the blood of seventy-five men could only 
open the communications as far as the points of 
their bayonets extended.” The truth was that 
Hull’s officers and men had lost all confidence in 
him, and despondency prevailed. In most unmil- 
itary conspiracy, the colonels of the little army 
offered to make Lieutenant-Colonel Miller, of the 
regulars, commander in place of Hull, but he de- 
clined to receive his promotion in that manner,’ 
Brock decided, two days after his arrival, to move 
against the fort at Detroit; and on August 15 he 
summoned Hull to surrender, playing skilfully upon 
Cad old man’s fears of the tomahawk and scalping- 
knife, by expressing doubts of his ability to restrain 
his Indian allies when once the battle began. For 
the moment Hull refused to surrender, but when 
the British moved forward to attack the fort, with 
artillery, infantry, Indian allies, and the two armed 
vessels, Hull’s last grain of courage ne away. 
He sent out a white flag and offered terms.) To the 
infinite and almost mutinous chagrin of ae Amer- 
icans, and to the utter amazement of the British 
themselves, Detroit was within a few hours in 
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possession of Brock and his men. A force of about 
twenty-five hundred men, the fort and village of 
Detroit, and with it the whole of Michigan territory, 
_thus passed into the hands of an enemy numbering 
~ only three hundred and thirty regulars, four hundred 
militia, and about six hundred Indians. Then and 
thereafter, Hull tried to justify his surrender by 
claiming that his troops were already on short ra- 
tions, and that ultimate surrender was so certain 
that resistance was unjustifiable. It was true that 
he was isolated, and that his provisions on short 
issue would not have lasted more than a month, but 
Hull seems never to have realized that in war a 
good many things may happen in a month. 

Thus the anticipated victory turned out a most 
disastrous and shameful defeat. In the bitterness 
of disappointment and injured pride, the American 
public and even American statesmen made no al- 
lowance for the conditions which made the loss of 
Detroit practically inevitable—the raw, undisci- 
plined troops, swarms of hostile Indians on flank 
and rear, broken communications, the lake in con- 
trol of the British. Scorn and vituperation were 
heaped upon Hull. Jefferson called him a coward 
and an imbecile, and compared him to Benedict 
Arnold.? A year and a half later, he was tried by 
court-martial on charges of treason, cowardice, and 
neglect of duty. He was convicted on the last two 
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charges, and sentenced to be shot, though the court 


_tecommended him to the mercy of the president. 


Madison approved the verdict, but remitted the exe- 
cution of the sentence on account of the former ser- 


<wices of the old man.' 


This brief story of the loss of an army, a fortified 
town, and a territory, might almost serve as the 
type of campaign which the United States, except 
in the few cases where the army was reinforced by 
the navy, as at Lake Erie and Plattsburg, was to 
carry on upon land, from the commencement of 
the war to the “crowning mercy” at New Orleans. 
Over and over again, at Niagara, in northern New 
York, in Maryland, was demonstrated the inadequa- 
cy of the militia, the stupidity and jealousy of the 
officers, the ignorance and inertia of the secretaries 
of war, the insufficiency of preparation at every 


stage of the war, and the unwillingness of American 


citizens to enter the regular army or enlist for long 
terms. Individual commanders like Brown, Scott, 
and Jackson, and single battles like Lundy’s Lane, 
redeem in some measure the reputation of the army. 

| Meanwhile, Dearborn was trying with indifferent 
success to raise an army for the campaigns against 
Montreal and Niagara. His movements were slug- 
gish and his plans hazy; and for a time he seemed to 
be on the eve of an accommodation which would 
end the war. The British certainly desired to avert 
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war, and after the repeal of the orders in council 
Minister Foster was instructed to arrange an armis- 
tice. The governor-general of Canada and Admiral 
Warren were given similar orders. Hence, Dearborn 
at Albany, in August, received and accepted an 
offer from General Prevost to confine his efforts to 
defensive operations, pending official acceptance by 
the United States of the offer of the British gov- 
ernment. While these negotiations were going on 
in America, the representative of the United States 
in London, Jonathan Russell, was authorized to 
propose a suspension of hostilities, provided Great 
Britain would make an informal agreement against 
impressments and blockades. Since such assurance 
could not be obtained, Madison was unable to sanc- 
tion Dearborn’s arrangement, which was accord- 
- ingly disavowed, and he was directed to resume 
hostilities, while Monroe explained the situation to 
the British minister. Dearborn, however, made lit- 
-tle progress towards Montreal, though in Novem- 
ber he marched a large force from Plattsburg up 
to the Canadian line. There the militia refused to 
leave their own country, and the senior major- 
general of the armies of the United States marched 
back to Plattsburg and winter quarters.' 

Even more disgraceful was the third part of the 
campaign against Canada, the struggle to conquer 
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the Niagara country. In August, Major-General 
Stephen Van Rensselaer of the New York militia, 
a “weak and incompetent man of high pretensions,”’ 
as Monroe characterized him, was in command of a 
thousand men at Lewiston. He was the Federalist 
candidate for the governorship of New York against 
Tompkins, and it was incumbent on him to show his 
qualities by winning a victory in the field. The 
situation was so critical, especially after the release 
of British forces by the surrender of Hull at Detroit, 
that, by the middle of October, Dearborn sent to 
Niagara about five thousand regulars, volunteers, 
and militia. Yet the result of an attack on the 
heights of Queenstown, October 13, was a serious 
defeat, in which Van Rensselaer lost a thousand 
~men killed, wounded, and prisoners.’ 

Part of the blame was due to his unseemly quarrel 
with General Smyth of the regular army, which 
caused the regulars to render little assistance in the 
fight. Van Rensselaer, relieved at his own request, 
was sticceeded by Smyth, “an Irish temperament 
with a Virginia education,” * who proved even less 
respectable than Van Rensselaer as a commander. 
His attack upon the Canadian side in late Novem- 
bet was a complete fiasco; his subordinate, Colonel 
Peter B. Porter, a “war-hawk’’ who entered the 
army, characterized the withdrawal of the troops 
as “a scene of confusion . . . which is difficult to 


1 Adams, United States, VI., 353 (from thas MSS ). 
2 Ibid., 396. 
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describe. About four thousand men without order 
or restraint discharging their muskets in every di- 
rection’’; nor did Porter hesitate, in a letter to the 
Buffalo Gazette, to attribute the “late disgrace on 
this frontier to the cowardice of General Smyth.” 
For this the two men exchanged shots; Smyth 
soon got leave of absence, and in the spring was 
dropped from the army roll. Dearborn ought to 
have gone into retirement along with the rest of 
the vanishing incompetents of 1812, but politi- 
cal considerations dictated his retention until the 
following July, when he also was relieved of com- 
mand.’ 

The incompetency of both the secretary of the 
navy and the secretary of war became so scandalous 
that Madison was glad to accept the resignation of 
each of them in December, 1812. In place of Ham- 
ilton he appointed William Jones, a ship-owner of 
Philadelphia who could at least manage the busi- 
ness of the department; to. succeed Eustis, the 
president appointed John Armstrong of New York, 
who had been in the Revolutionary army, and who 
had but recently returned from service as minister 
to France. Monroe desired the war portfolio, since 
the state department did not furnish sufficient scope 
for his talents while the most active field of diplo- 
macy was closed by the war. Although for political 
reasons Madison did not comply, jealousy and sus- 


' Niles’ Register, III., 138 (Van Rensselaer’s Report); 264, 
285 (Porter’s letter). 
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picion between Monroe and Armstrong had ‘a detri- 
mental effect upon the military service.' 

The real blame for the appointment of such men 
as Armstrong in the cabinet, and Hull, Dearborn, 
Wilkinson, and Pinckney’ in the army, must. be 
placed squarely upon the president, whose responsi- 
bility for the failure of the armies in the north and 
west has been too much obscured. Madison knew 
these men well; their records and personalities were 
not closed books. In the case of Armstrong, he 
admitted that he hoped for, rather than expected, 
satisfactory relations.» From the start he gave 
him neither respect nor confidence. 

The campaign of 1813 showed some gain for the 
United States in the extreme west, where General 
Harrison succeeded to the command. By his suc- 
cess at Tippecanoe in 1811, he had won the confi- 
dence and admiration of the men of Kentucky. and 
the northwest; and though Madison actually nom- 
inated James Winchester, a rich old Tennessee 
planter, to the command of the western army,, the 
pressure was so strong from. Kentucky that he 
withdrew Winchester’s name and appointed Harri- 
son. The west rallied around the new commander 
for the purpose of wiping out the disgrace of Hull’s 
surrender, for Harrison had military instincts and 
knowledge which won respect. But with an army 
many times larger than Hull’s, there was no improve- 
ment in organization of commissary or of transporta- 

1 Adams, Gallatin, 470. 2 Madison, Works, II1I., 384. 
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tion arrangements. All through the wet autumn and 
early winter the army floundered along in the mud of 
western Ohio or camped in the woods and swamps.’ 
When the frost of winter made the country pass- 
able, a force of thirteen hundred men under the 
command of Winchester, with provisions and artil- 
lery, pushed on towards the mouth of the Maumee, 
preparatory to an attack on Malden by crossing on 
the ice. While the troops waited for Harrison to — 
come up, a call came to relieve the village of French- 
town on the Raisin River, which was held by the 
British. In a chivalrous, adventurous spirit, Win- 
chester sent off some six hundred and sixty of his 
best Kentucky troops to take the place, following a 
little later himself with two hundred and fifty more, 
thus separating his division from the rest of the army 
by thirty miles; while eighteen miles away on the 
other side were perhaps two thousand of the enemy 
in forts. The Americans were attacked, January 
22, 1813, by more than a thousand men from Mal- 
den, under Proctor, and the battle, or “massacre of 
the Raisin” followed. More than five hundred Ameri- 
cans were made prisoners, while about four hundred 
were killed in battle or massacred by the Indians 
after the withdrawal of Proctor. Less than forty made 
their escape to the main body of the American army.’ 


1 McAfee, War in the Western Country, 184; Dawson, Harrison, 
293, 374) App. %. 8. 

* Niles’ Register, 1V., 83 (Statement of Harrison’s officers) ; 
James, Military Occurrences,.1., 189, 420. 
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Weakened by this great loss, Harrison was at once 
compelled to retreat from the Maumee; his army was 
reduced to a handful by the expiration of the terms 
of enlistment of the militia in February, and the 
remainder would have been unsafe had a real leader 
commanded the British forces. With all the sacri- 
fice of men and money, Harrison had gained noth- 
ing, and had added the gloom and discouragement of | 
one more defeat. Nevertheless, he set himself to the 
difficult task of getting together another force, while 
he waited for Perry to secure control of Lake Erie. 
When at last, on September 12, he received the 
famous message from Perry: ““We have met the 
enemy, and they are ours,” he had assembled a force 
ample for the invasion of Upper Canada, and had 
reasonable hopes of success, now that the support of 
Perry’s fleet for transport and protection was as- 
sured.' 

The last of September, 1813, found Harrison’s main 
force of forty-five hundred men safely landed near 
Malden, and the British retreating from the charred 
ruins of Malden and Detroit. Proctor’s decision to 
abandon these places greatly disgusted Tecumseh, 
who contemptuously compared Proctor, in his pres- 
ence, “to a fat animal that carries its tail upon its 
back, but when affrighted it drops it between its legs 
and runs off.”” The Americans were soon in pursuit 
of the fugitive army, and on October 5 overtook it 
on the banks of the Thames River, where a signal 

1 Niles’ Register, V., 60, 99. 
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victory was won by Harrison and his able, energetic 
young lieutenant, Richard M. Johnson.1. 

Among the Indians slain in this short, sharp little 
battle, was Tecumseh, who, after all, represented the 
real force which made the British western campaign 
possible. Henry Adams graphically sums up the 
influence of this Indian element in the war in the 
northwest thus: “Not more than seven or eight 
hundred British soldiers ever crossed the Detroit 
River; but the United States raised fully twenty 
thousand men, and spent at least five million dollars 
and many lives in expelling them. The Indians 
alone made this outlay necessary. The campaign 
of Tippecanoe, the surrender of Detroit and Macki- 
nac, the massacres at Fort Dearborn, the River 
Raisin, and Fort Meigs, the murders along the 
frontier, and the campaign of 1813, were the price 
paid for the Indian lands in the Wabash Valley.’’? 
By the victory of the Thames, the west was at length 
secure; the British forces driven out, beyond hope 
of return, and their Indian allies powerless. The 
United States felt so secure in its repossession of 
Michigan and the northwest, that Harrison dis- 
missed most of his troops. 

From this successful recovery of Lake Erie and 
the west, one turns to the miserable story of re- 
newed campaigns in northern and western New 


? Richardson, War of 1812 (1902 ed.), 206 (Tecumseh’s speech), 
208 et seq.; Niles’ Register, V., 130 (Harrison’s report). 
? Adams, United States, VII., 141. 
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York. Nothing could come from Dearborn’s strat- 
egy; but when he was succeeded in July by Gen- 
eral James Wilkinson, the prospect did not im- 
prove. Wilkinson was perhaps the scurviest knave 
who ever wore the straps of a general in the United 
States army; a man of low morality and shady repu- 
tation, conceited, insubordinate, and untrustworthy, 
who happened to have been friendly with Arm- 
strong in the Revolutionary army. Scott in later 
years referred to him as an “unprincipled imbecile.”’ ! 
Alongside him, but not subordinate to him, was 
Major General Wade Hampton, who was to com- 
mand the army on the Champlain route, receiving 
his orders directly from the war department. Hamp- 
ton was a high-strung, proud, capable, sensitive 
South Carolina planter, and an able general. He 
hated Wilkinson with a fine and worthy hatred, and 
despised him with all his ardent soul. Had he known 
the relations with Wilkinson into which his accept- 
ance of the northern command would put him, he 
would probably never have accepted it. Yet it was 
this utterly ill-mated pair who were set to a co- 
operative movement against Canada. Armstrong 
so well understood the situation that he even went 
to the front and joined Wilkinson’s forces, in the en- 
deavor to keep the generals to the execution of the 
plans of the department, which called for an at- 
tack on Kingston, followed by a descent of the St. 
Lawrence; and a union of the two armies in an attack 
1 Winfield Scott, Memoirs, I., 94 . 
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on the strongly protected city of Montreal, which 
had at this time, in and around it, nearly fifteen 
thousand men under arms.* 

With capable generals co-operating cordially in 
the campaign there would have been some prospect 
of success, but as it was there was nothing to illumine 
the failure of Wilkinson’s expedition down the river 
from Sackett’s Harbor with three thousand men, in 
October and November, 1813; while such skirmishes 
as that at Chrystler’s Farm, in which two thousand 
Americans were defeated by eight hundred Cana- 
dians, were nothing short of a downright disgrace.’ 
Hampton had marched according to orders, with 
his four thousand men, from Plattsburg north to the 
boundary, and then west to Chateaugay to hold 
the British in check. After waiting in this isolated 
and dangerous position until he was convinced that 
Wilkinson meant no real attack that winter upon 
the city of the Royal Mount, he marched his men 
back to Plattsburg without orders. Wilkinson re- 
turned to northern New York and also went into 
winter quarters, thus ending an entirely fruitless 
and almost bloodless campaign. The twelve thou- 
sand men then in the camps in the north had 
scarcely earned the quiet and safety of their rough 
quarters.’ 

Hampton resigned in March; Wilkinson asked for 

? Wilkinson, Memoirs, I11., 449, and App. xxiv. 


?Cf. Winsor, VII., 458; H. Adams, VII., 188. 
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and received in March and April one more court- 
martial with the usual coat of whitewash. Arm- 
strong went on his haughty and harsh way until 
forced out by the capture of Washington.! In 
place of these incompetents and mutual enemies, 
Madison appointed two new major-generals, George 
Izard and Jacob Brown, and six new brigadiers, in- 
cluding Winfield Scott, Macomb, and Gaines, to 
carry on the northern campaigns of 1814. All of 
these appointments were rewards of merit and in 
recognition of demonstrated ability. Improvement 
in the operations for 1814 naturally followed, though 
the results were not of the first magnitude in im- . 
portance. Brown was of Quaker parentage, without 
military training, but he proved himself everywhere 
a soldier who beiieved that war meant fighting. He 
marched first to Sackett’s Harbor in the spring of 
1814, then on to the Niagara frontier, where he 
found an efficient little army which the energy and 
skill of Scott had succeeded in making out of the 
raw material furnished. The total American force 
present and ready for duty under General Brown in 
June, 1814, was not far from thirty-five hundred men. 
Opposing him the British forces on the Niagara num- 
bered less than three thousand.’ 

The test of force came speedily. July 5, Scott’s 
“thirteen hundred men met Riall’s fifteen hundred at 


1 See below, p. 141. 
2 Niles’ Register, VII., 32; Adams, United States, VII., 407- 
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Chippewa, and won a signal victory, the American 
loss being 297, the British loss, because of the 
superiority of the marksmanship of the Americans, 
s15.! The work of a real soldier like Scott made its 
unmistakable showing, justifying his recent promo- 
tion. Three weeks later, in the murderous battle at 
Lundy’s Lane, the result, after five hours of fierce 
fighting, was practically a victory for the Americans, 
though the field eventually remained in possession 
of the British. Again the losses showed the quality 
of the troops engaged and the spirit which animated 
them. The Americans “do not know when they are 
beaten,” said one of the English officers who had 
seen service in the Peninsula; “they do not know 
when they ought to go away.”’? Lieutenant-Gen- 
eral Drummond reported the losses of the British 
as a total of 879 out of an army of three thousand, 
while General Brown reckoned a loss of 853 out of 
two thousand rank and file.) Drummond, Riall, 
Brown, and Scott were all wounded in action. 
, The net results of the Niagara campaign were 
a/ cutie disproportionate to the efforts and sacrifices 
of the Americans, for the arrival of new troops to re- 
inforce the English forces more than offset the ad- 
vantages which came to the men under Brown and 
Scott from their experience and drilling. At the end 


1James, Military Occurrences, I1., 431, 434; Winfield Scott, 
Memoirs, 130 et seq. 

? Niles’ Register, VII., 410 (letter from a Halifax paper). 

3 Adams, United States, VIII., 62. 
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of the campaign the United States held no consider- 
able post on the Canadian side, for they had been 
obliged to abandon Fort Erie, which they held for 
a short time. Madison wrote to Jefferson, October 
23: “The most that can fairly be hoped for by us 
now is that the campaign may end where it 1s.’’? 
The defeat of the British expedition which under 
General Prevost, attempted to penetrate New York 
by the Lake Champlain route, was in reality so 
much a naval victory that its features are discussed 
in the following chapter. 


1 Madison, Works (Congress ed.), II., 591. 


CHAPTER VII 


THE NAVAL WAR 
(1812-1814) 


HE hope of the war party at the breaking out 

of hostilities was in the army —regulars sup- 
plemented by volunteers and militia. Though the 
war was to be made against the greatest commercial 
and naval. power of the world, little or no thought 
was devoted to the preparation of the navy. The 
policy of the Jeffersonian Republicans towards this 
arm of the service had long been one of neglect and 
disdain; the navy was a Federalist institution, chiefly 
recruited from the Federal states of New England 
and from New York. Jefferson had once proposed 
to put all the naval vessels out of commission, haul- 
ing them up into fresh-water coves, and putting 
them under cover; at another time the Republicans 
pinned their faith in a navy upon a hundred and 
seventy gunboats which were more dangerous to 
their crews than to the enemy, and which hardly 
dared to go upon the high seas without securely 
stowing away the single gun which each carried. In 
1812 there were more officers than ships, and, in 
justice to all, rotation in command was established 
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at the beginning of the war, so that each officer might 
have his chance to win fame and glory for the nation 
and for himself. 

The navy in commission at the beginning of the 
war consisted of three “vessels of the first class”’ 
—the President, Commodore Rodgers, the United 
States, Captain Decatur, and the Constitution; three 
“vessels of the second class’’—the Congress, the 
Essex, and the Adams; three sloops and five brigs, 
besides two hundred and fifty-seven small gunboats 
mounting usually a single gun. A few other vessels 
were undergoing repairs, while three or four hulks 
were beyond that possibility. Two policies were 
open to the administration in handling this little 
navy: to harbor it and husband it, or to scatter it 
and use it against the enemy wherever possible. 
Most of the naval officers urged the latter, and they 
were right. Sailing in companies of two or three, 
or even singly, they would compel the British to 
maintain a large number of vessels in convoy service, 
and in the blockade of such ports as the British 
meant to invest. Fortunately this policy was 
adopted, and war had scarcely been declared when 
Commodore Rodgers with three ships hurried to 
sea from New York to try his chances against the 
Jamaica convoy. While his cruise of seventy days 
produced neither great victory nor rich prize it did 
have the effect of restricting the movements of 
British naval vessels.’ 

1 Maclay, Hist. of the Navy (ed. of rgo0r1), I., 317, 530, 531. 
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The chief events which characterized the fighting 
upon the ocean during 1812 were the four victories 
of the Americans in great sea-duels. Three days 
after Hull’s disgraceful surrender of Detroit, his 
nephew, Captain Hull, from whom he must be care- 
fully distinguished, commanding the ship Constitu- 
tion, of forty-four guns, met the Guerriére, a frigate 
of thirty-eight guns, Captain Dacres, some three 
hundred miles off the coast of Nova Scotia. In 
half an hour the British ship was lying “a helpless 
hulk in the trough of heavy sea, rolling the muzzles 
of her guns under.” After surrendering to her 
American victor she was found to be so badly dam- 
aged that it was impossible to take her into port as 
a prize, and she was burned. If General Hull had 
lost a province, Captain Hull had won a realm of 
vastly greater importance. In their ecstasy and 
exultation, the American people did not stop to 
consider the distinct superiority (estimated at thirty 
per cent.) of the Constitution in size, armament, and 
crew.’ It was enough for them that the “sacred 
spell of the invincibility of the British navy was 
broken”’ by this first surrender of a British ship of 
war to a scorned and despised enemy whose navy 
was a “few fir-built frigates, manned by a handful 
of bastards and outlaws.” ? 


1 Mahan, “War of 1812,” in Scribner’s Mag., XXXV., 344. 

* Hansard, Parl. Debates, XXIV., 643, Canning’s speech in 
the Commons, 1813; Niles’ Register, III., 271, quoting London 
Evening Star. ' 
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The second of these ship-duels occurred in the 
middle of October, and though the Wasp defeated 
the British ship Frolic, both vessels were taken by 
another British man-of-war and carried to the 
Bermuda Islands. A week later Captain Decatur 
of the frigate United States, forty-four guns, defeated 
the Macedonian, thirty-eight guns, off the Madeira 
Islands, and took the prize to Newport. In late 
December, Captain Bainbridge of the Constitution, 
defeated the Fava, thirty-eight guns, off the Brazilian 
coast, and destroyed the vessel. Among the prison- 
ers found aboard were ten impressed American 
seamen. Bainbridge paroled the remainder of the 
prisoners at San Salvador, and reached Boston in 
February. 

The loss of the three war vessels in itself was to 
the British government a trifling matter, but the 
humiliation of British pride resulting from this 
series of American victories produced in England a 
depression almost as exaggerated as the American 
jubilation. Canning declared in 1813, from the Op- 
position benches, to be sure, that the loss of these 
vessels “ produced a sensation in the country scarce- 
ly to be equalled by the most violent convulsion of 
nature.””? England was invaded by sea; she was 
attacked in her most boasted strength. Though the 
feeling was that of a tingling, insulting blow, rather 
than a serious shock, irritating and disconcerting 
rather than dangerous, the British recognized that 


1 Hansard, Parl. Debates, XXIV., 643. 
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the effect upon America would be far-reaching, 
stimulating American patriotism, awakening pride 
in the navy and exultation in its achievements after 
the disasters at Detroit and Niagara, and making 
probable a more united support of the war. The 
London papers endeavored to minimize the effect 
of the American successes by declaring that the 
American vessels were really line-of-battle ships in 
disguise. 

Gratification of the people of the United States 
over these successful attacks on that agency which 
England had most used to oppress and degrade Amer- 
ican citizens and American authority and to violate 
American rights, led to almost hysterical manifesta- 
tions of joy. The heroes of the fights were given 
great banquets, were voted medals and swords, 
and listened to innumerable eulogistic orations. 
Even the Republicans felt compelled to adopt the 
navy as their own and to make provisions for its 
support and enlargement. An act of January, 
1813, provided for the construction of four seventy- 
fours and six first-class frigates; and two months 
later the construction of six more war vessels was 
authorized, and the president given authority in his 
discretion to add ships of war on the Lakes. Penn- 
sylvania and South Carolina even proposed to con- 
struct war vessels to be presented to the Union.’ 

The United States could not expect to continue 


1 Niles’ Register, I1I., 268, 269; U. S. Statutes at Large, II., 
789, 821. 
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the record of the victories of 1812. As soon as the 
British navy should really bestir itself, by very 
force of numbers and the weight of metal the Amer- 
ican fleet would be overwhelmed; still, in duels 
between vessels of approximately even size, vic- 
tories continued to be won by the United States. 
Captain Lawrence of the Hornet defeated the British _ 
sloop Peacock, eighteen guns, in a fifteen - minute 
contest in February, 1813. For this victory he 
was promoted to the command of the Chesapeake, 
then in Boston Harbor, and while blockaded there 
by the British vessels he accepted the invitation of 
Captain Broke of the Shannon to a fight outside of 
Boston Harbor, ship for ship. In spite of the fact 
that the Chesapeake had new officers and a green, 
untrained crew, part of whom had but just arrived 
on board, Lawrence, with more courage than judg- 
ment, prepared for battle. Ina fifteen-minute fight 
on June 1, the raking fire of the Shannon disabled the 
Chesapeake and mortally wounded Captain Law- 
rence, whose last order, “Don’t give up the ship,” 
became a famous watchword during the war and 
after. The loss of the Chesapeake, and the death of 
Lawrence, ‘‘a very Bayard of the sea,” were serious 
matters for the United States, for it signified the 
renewal of British vigor in blockading and in at- 
tacking American vessels.* 


1 Roosevelt, Naval War (3d ed.), 178-194; James, Naval 
Occurrences, chap. ix., App. No. 36; Niles’ Register, 1V., 102, 
2706. 
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From the work of the regular navy, attention must 
be turned to the irregular naval warfare. The large 
shipping interests of the United States, which had 
been developed in the prosperous years before 1806, 
had in several ways prepared both men and vessels 
for a successful attack upon British commerce. The 
coasting trade, the West India trade, the trade with 
Europe, and the fisheries, called forth and disciplined 
multitudes of sailors. During the embargo and non- 
intercourse struggles, much attention was given to 
the building of swift-sailing clipper-ships, to engage 
in the carrying trade with colonies of European 
belligerents, in spite of the war of decrees and orders. 
It was unquestionably true at the outbreak of the 
war that the American ships were the best-built and 
best-manned in the world. Furthermore, the re- 
strictive policy of the year preceding the war had 
been the best possible foundation for building up 
privateering. Capital was idle, many ships were 
temporarily out of commission, and many a ship- 
owner and sailor was eager for a chance to make 
prize of the enemy’s ships. 

From the beginning, therefore, the American 
navy sought to strike at the enemy’s enormous com- 
merce, which was “strictly analogous to the im- 
pairing of an enemy’s communications, of the line of 
supplies connecting an army with its base of opera- 
tions, upon the maintenance of which the life of the 
army depends. Money, credit, is the life of war; 
lessen it, and vigor flags; destroy it, and resistance 
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dies.””* Measured by the number of vessels in the 
navy, the Americans were twenty to six hundred and 
twenty; but in power to inflict damage upon the 
enemy’s commerce by means of war vessels and 
privateers, the disparity was by no means so great. 
In the first place, Great Britain’s enormous trade 
with the West Indies, carried on in large, slow-going 
vessels, must pass for a long distance parallel with 
the shore of the United States, an easy prey to 
cruisers and privateers. In the second place, swift, 
elusive, audacious vessels, flying a piece of striped 
bunting, soon found their way almost to the docks 
of England. 

The navy, however, was too small, too subject to 
systematic attack, and too reduced as the war wore 
on, to keep up the work of destruction. Hence, 
coincident with the beginning of the war, privateers 
began to appear along the American coasts, though 
privateering was distinctly less respectable than it 
was before the agitation at the close of the preceding 
century. The sections from which privateers would 
be most naturally expected by reason of the occu- 
pation of its people, New England, New York, and 
Maryland, had the least hostility for the British; 
and it was not at first clear to the New Eng- 
land mind that it was just to despoil the property of 
his honorable British correspondent, merely because 
the Republicans of Virginia, South Carolina, and the 
west had chosen to declare war on England rather 


i} Mahan, ‘‘War of 1812,” in Scribner’s Mag., XXXV., 191. 
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than on equally criminal and offensive France, with 
whom America had little trade. 

But the combined motives of necessity, plunder, 
and revenge soon overcame all scruples, and prompt- 
ed the sending out of numerous privateers from 
Salem, Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Balti- 
more. Idle vessels, idle pilot-boats, and idle sailors, 
the result of British orders and French decrees and 
American embargoes and non-intercourse acts, found 
immediate occupation. The vessels themselves had 
been built to evade British cruisers; they were fast- 
sailing, easily handled craft, and over and over again 
demonstrated that it took more than one cruiser to 
catch and hold them. “If pursued (they) ‘put on 
their sea-wings’ and laughed at the clumsy English 
pursuers,” said the London T7mes in February, 1815.' 
The very names themselves indicate something of 
the spirit prompting this form of attack upon British 
interests: Orders in Council; The Right of Search; 
Bunker Hill; True-Blooded Yankee; United We Stand. 
A month after the declaration of war, sixty-five 
privateers were in search of British merchantmen; 
and within six months three hundred prizes had been 
taken by public and private vessels of the United 
States. Nules’ Weekly Register from the beginning of 
the war until late in 1814, published a regular list of 
American prizes, and maintained steadily as a head- 
ing for the list as it mounted up past the thousand 
mark, this quotation from the British Naval Register: 


? Quoted in Adams, Unzted States, VIII., 210. 
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““The winds and seas are Britain’s wide domain 
’ 
And not a sail, but by permission, spreads !’’! 


Privateering was by no means all profit; the risks 
were large and the recapture of prizes not infrequent. 
Long cruises were made without falling in with any 
prizes, and frequently the sale of prizes was so low 
as to leave no profit at all. Of the total of five 
hundred and twenty-six privateers sent out from the 
United States during the war, only two hundred and 
seven are reported as taking any prizes, and at the 
end of the war only about sixty were still afloat 
under the American flag. For these reasons the 
privateersmen petitioned Congress for remission of 
the duty upon the goods which they brought into 
America. When the British began to maintain a 
rigorous blockade of the American ports by British 
cruisers, the privateersmen betook themselves to 
British waters, especially the English Channel and 
the Irish Sea.? 

The second year of the war saw a distinct diminu- 
tion in the number of privateers; but at no time dur- 
ing the war were these naval auxiliaries absent, or 
deficient in daring, or in the seriousness of their 
attacks upon British commerce. The career of the 
General Armstrong illustrates the distinction some 
of them attained, almost entitling the schooner to 


1 Niles’ Register, III., 120, 270 (list of privateers). 
2 Ibid., 187, 276; Maclay, Am. Privateers, 506, places the total 
number at 515. 
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rank as a ship of the linet The Governor Tompkins 
burned fourteen vessels in the British Channel, and 
the assaults upon British ships almost in sight of the 
English ports from which they had sailed, compelled 
the London Morning Chronicle, in August, 1814, to 
admit that the Irish coast “from Wexford round 
by Cape Clear and Carrickfergus”’ was blockaded by 
“a few petty fly-by-nights.”’? The London Tzmes, 
which seven years before had threatened that Amer- 
icans would not be able to go from Staten Island to 
New York without British permission, had now to 
record that British vessels sailing across the Irish 
Channel must either get leave from American pri- 
vateers or pay an insurance of thirteen guineas in 
the hundred pounds. 

Captain Boyle of the privateer Chasseur, which 
put thirty prizes to his credit, including the schooner 
St. Lawrence of the royal navy, sent to London in 
1814, for posting at Lloyds’ Coffee-House, a proc- 
lamation in imitation of those issued by Sir John 
Warren and Sir Alexander Cochrane, in which he 
announced “by virtue of the power and authority in 
me vested (possessing sufficient force) [I] declare all 
the ports, harbors, bays, creeks, rivers, inlets, outlets, 
islands and sea coasts of the United Kingdom . . . in 
a state of strict and rigorous blockade.”4 Glasgow 

"Maclay, Am. Privateers, chaps. xiii., xiv.; Am. State Paps., 
Naval, 1., 493. ? Adams, United States, VIII., 197. 

® Niles’ Register, VIU., 190; Parl. Papers, 1814-1815, 1X., No. 45. 
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and London merchants, ship-owners and under- 
writers memorialized the admiralty in September, 
1814, for better protection against this “new system 
of warfare,’’ declaring that in two years “above eight 
hundred vessels have been captured by the power 
whose maritime strength we have hitherto im- 
politicly held in contempt.” * The damage done by 
this fleet of privateers was not a vital matter to 
British commerce, for, compared to the whole trade 
of the nation, it could not have been great. But 
the irritation of the continual menace to her ships 
and merchants, especially after the close of the 
Napoleonic wars had opened so many new markets 
to British trade, made the British shipping interests 
less tolerant of the lax administration of the ad- 
miralty. In certain industries like cotton manufact- 
uring, there was real distress. Early in 1814 the 
quotation for sea-island cotton reached four shillings 
and one penny per pound, while a little later the 
freight from America to Europe rose to ten pence per 
pound.” “Doubtless the privateer contributed more 
than the regular navy to bring about a disposition 
for peace in the British classes most responsible for 
the war.” * 

To return to the operations of the regular navies, 
a manifesto of the prince-regent of England, issued 


1 Parl. Papers, 1814-1815, IX., Nos. 45, 60 (memorials and 
the replies of the admiralty). 

2 Williams, Liverpool Privateers, 452. 

$’ Adams, United States, VII., 331. 
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in January, 1813, was a sort of counter-declaration 
of war, reciting the history of the causes and stating 
the principles by which the conduct of Great Britain 
was governed. It showed plainly that henceforth 
Great Britain meant to put forth renewed effort to 
blockade the ports of the United States, thus pro- 
tecting British commerce and compelling the United 
States to divert part of its strength from the Cana- 
dian frontier. In other words, England was to in- 
yade from the sea as well as from the Canadian 
provinces. Rear-Admiral Sir George Cockburn was 
sent out to command the expedition against the 
most important and vulnerable part of the coast 
south of New York, His attention was principally 
fixed upon the Chesapeake Bay with its rare com- 
bination of interests in Washington, the capital of 
the nation; Norfolk, a prominent naval station; and 
Baltimore, an important commercial centre. Fur- 
thermore, two American frigates, one at Norfolk and 
one in the Potomac, were to be captured or shut in, 
just as the United States and Macedonian were 
rendered useless by the British blockade of New 
London and Narragansett Bay. *,... | 

By October, 1813, the blockade of the “American 
coast south of Cape Cod was so effective that not a 
single American man-of-war was free to protect 
the Atlantic coast, and scarcely a vessel flying the 
American flag was able to enter or leave a port, The 
whole situation was summed up in the bitter wail 

1 Hansard, Parl, Debates, XXIV., 363. 
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of a Boston Federalist in November: “Our coasts 
are not navigable to ourselves though free to the 
enemies and money-making neutral; our harbors 
blocked, our shipping destroyed or rotting at the 
docks; silence and stillness in our cities, grass 
growing on the public wharves.’’! Out of for- 
ty -four vessels clearing Boston for foreign ports 
in three weeks of December, only five were Amer- 
ican.” 

The whole story of the British blockade of the 
American coast during 1813-1814 is singularly free 
from striking incidents or conflicts, with the ex- 
ception of attacks on Washington and Baltimore. 
The American ships-of-war were either bottled up, 
or afloat in distant waters, like the Essex in the 
Pacific; the commercial vessels were either floating 
idly at the wharves, or had turned privateers seek- 
ing British shipping in the West Indies or on the 
European side of the Atlantic. The most that . 
could be done by the blockading squadrons was 
to seize, carry off, or burn everything that floated, 
and to destroy all that could contribute to national 
resistance. The harassing of the shores, however, 
was carried on in a mild and gentlemanly fashion— 
private property being respected, or if it were lev- 
ied upon, payment was made, unless the owners 
offered resistance. The opposition to the great num- 
bers of line-of-battle ships, frigates, sloops, and 


1 Mahan, ‘‘ War of 1812,” in Scribner’s Mag., XX XVI., 495. 
* Niles’ Register, V., 311, 
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transports which entered the Chesapeake, was con- 
fined to a flotilla of gunboats consisting of three or 
four sloops and schooners and a miscellaneous col- 
lection of barges, sometimes hardly larger than 
a ship’s boat.!. This effectiveness of blockade is 
confirmed by the statement of a writer in Niles’ 
Weekly Register, December 3, 1814, that there had 
not been an arrival in Baltimore from a foreign port 
for a twelvemonth.’ 

The cruise of the Essex, thirty-two guns, Captain 
Porter, was illustrative both of the quality of Amer- 
ican seamanship and the method by which naval 
war was carried on after the severe blockade began. 
At the outbreak of the war the Essex was in New 
York Harbor for repairs. Putting to sea a month 
later, Captain Porter cruised the Atlantic for the 
remainder of the year, endeavoring to cut out his 
share of the convoyed merchant -vessels of Great 
Britain. The results of this cruise were ten prizes 
with four hundred and twenty-three men. The 
next cruise took the Essex to the south Atlantic, 
and finally around Cape Horn, where Porter made 
attacks upon British whaling interests centring 
about the Galapagos Islands. After destroying a 
dozen whalers, and in consequence driving all others 
from that part of the ocean, he went to the south 
Pacific islands to refit his ship. In February, 1814, 
he reached Valparaiso, where his ships were block- 


1 Roosevelt, Naval War (3d ed.), 317. 
* Niles’ Register, VII., 194. 
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aded and captured in March.t’ Among the prisoners 
taken by the British from the Essex and Essex fr., 
a refitted prize, was David G. Farragut, a midship- 
man then thirteen years old, who fought so gallantly 
in the civil war nearly fifty years later. 

This cruise of a year and a half in enemy’s waters, 
or in open sea far from any harbor of the United 
States, is one of the unique episodes of modern naval 
warfare. The Essex was obliged to live off the 
enemy, providing herself with everything needed, 
cordage and sails, guns and anchors, provisions, 
medicines, and even money to pay the officers and 
men. The story of this vessel is the American 
counterpart of the voyages of Sir Francis Drake in 
the Pacific in the sixteenth century, with the ex- 
ception that Porter was unable to return home with 
the results of his spoiling of the enemy.’ 

The naval war upon the Lakes was scarcely second 
in importance to the naval contests upon the At- 
lantic. The success of the American attack upon 
Canada was dependent upon control of lakes Erie, 
Ontario, and Champlain. Both parties recognized 
this fact, and made prompt and vigorous efforts to 
establish fleets for the control of these inland waters. 
At the beginning of the war, the two Lake fleets 
were about equal in strength. The Americans had 
a slight predominance upon Lake Ontario, while the 


1Cf. Porter, fournal of a Cruise made to the Pacific Ocean; 
Roosevelt, Naval War (3d ed.), 78, 134, 164, 291. 
2 Maclay, Hist. of the Navy (1901 ed.), I., 575. 


122 RISE OF AMERICAN NATIONALITY [1813 


British were substantially in control of Lake Erie. 
With the loss of a small American brig to the British 
at the capture of Detroit, there was on Lake Erie 
no war-vessel flying the American flag. The co- 
operation of the American fleet from Sackett’s Har- 
bor, at the eastern end of Lake Ontario, with the 
armies intended to operate against Niagara and 
Montreal, was one of the essential features of the 
northern campaign. The transportation of more 
men from Buffalo and Cleveland to Detroit for its 
recapture, after its surrender by Hull, was so vital- 
ly important that measures for the construction of 
a new fleet upon Lake Erie were taken before 
the end of 1812. Commodore Chauncey to this end 
sent Commander Jesse Elliot to Buffalo, to create a 
naval force by construction or by purchase of Lake 
schooners. He made his beginning, however, by 
capturing a small Canadian brig, the Caledonza, 
which had anchored at Fort Erie, two miles from 
Buffalo.! 

The work of constructing a fleet upon Lake Erie 
was a slow and difficult task; it was therefore fortu- 
nate that a man of the energy and resourcefulness 
of Captain Oliver Hazard Perry, a young officer in 
gunboat service at Newport, was sent to take charge 
on Lake Erie. When he reached Presqu’isle, now 
known as Erie, the ship-carpenters had on the 
stocks two twenty-gun brigs, a schooner, and three 
gunboats, besides several other craft in preparation 


* Roosevelt, Naval War (3d ed.), chap. iv. 
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at Black Rock, near Buffalo. With the exception 
of timber, nearly everything had to be brought by 
slow and difficult transportation from Philadelphia 
by way of Pittsburg, there being water-transport 
from the latter place by way of the Alleghany River 
and its tributaries to within fifteen miles of Lake 
Erie. Socame the iron, guns, ammunition, sails, cord- 
age, and provisions. Some of the iron for construc- 
tion was gathered in scraps from stores, warehouses, 
and farms; wagon-tires, hinges, and pots, all counted. 
Buffalo contributed a thousand pounds, and Pitts- 
burg still more. Most of the workmen came from 
Philadelphia. 

Through the summer of 1813 the work went on 
vigorously; and when the British fleet; moved by 
lack of provisions, attacked Perry in September, 
his improvised fleet created by capture, purchase, 
and construction, consisted of six vessels, which in 
tonnage, men, and metal outranked the British. 
The victory which he won over the British on Sep- 
tember 10, 1813, was fraught with immense polit- 
ical and military consequences.’ The result was 
summed up in his laconic despatch to General Har- 
rison: “ We have met the enemy and they are ours. 
Two ships, two brigs, one schooner, and one sloop.””? 

The destruction of the British fleet gave the United 
States supremacy on Lake Erie and compelled the 
abandonment of Malden and Detroit; it recovered 


1 Roosevelt, Naval War (3d ed.), 254-281, 
2 Niles’ Register, V., 60. 
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Michigan, and made a real invasion of Canada once 
more a possibility, for by means of the control of the 
Lakes thus given, Harrison was enabled to enter at 
once upon an aggressive campaign on the Canadian 
side of Lake Erie. His men were easily transported 
to the north side, and his line of communication was 
no longer threatened by a British fleet. Its effect too 
upon the American people was decidedly important ; 
for the first time an American fleet had met a British 
fleet and defeated it. Nor was it fair to discount 
the significance of the victory by saying that the 
vessels were small and of hasty construction. The 
charm of British invincibility had been broken in 
the great ship duels which made the names of De- 
catur, Bainbridge, and Hull household words. To 
this list was now added the name of Perry, who was 
looked upon by the Americans as a hero of the same 
class as Nelson; and he in his turn received their ad- 
ulation, evidenced by receptions, illuminations, and 
presentation swords. 

Other events on the Lakes during 1813 were of 
small consequence. Commodore Chauncey and Sir 
James Yeo divided control of Lake Ontario, first 
one and then the other turning the balance in his 
favor by building a new vessel. In similar fashion, 
the following year saw the capture of Oswego and 
the blockade of Sackett’s Harbor by the British; 
and the capture of Toronto in 1813 was matched in 
1814 by the blockade of Kingston. The only large 
and significant event upon the Lakes during 1814 
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was the splendid victory of the Americans on Lake 
Champlain. Sir George Prevost, in command of an 
army of eleven thousand men, the most formidable 
which Great Britain ever sent to America, undertook 
in the summer of 1814 the invasion of New York 
by the route which General Burgoyne had taken 
thirty-seven years before. The success of this ex- 
pedition naturally depended upon control of Lake 
Champlain, since the existence of a hostile fleet on 
this water would be a continual menace to the flank 
and rear of the British column, and to its necessary 
connection with Canada.’ 

The British already possessed upon the lake a 
fleet consisting of one brig, two sloops, and about a 
dozen gunboats, and the construction of a large 
frigate to be known as the Confiance, thirty-seven 
guns, was begun. The Americans realized the vital 
importance of the control of the lake, for they were 
unable to place in the field a force sufficient to im- 
pede the progress of the British army, much less 
to defeat such veterans as made up its regiments. 
General McComb, in command of the troops at 
Plattsburg, could muster not more than two thou- 
sand effectives.?, Supporting the army, the Amer- 
icans had on the lake a fleet consisting of one heavy 
corvette, two smaller vessels, and ten gunboats or 
galleys, with a large brig in process of construction. 
In command of this little squadron was Captain 


1 Niles’ Register, VII., 41-45; James, Miltary Occurrences, II., 
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Thomas Macdonough, a young man of thirty years 
who had received his training in the Mediterranean 
wars. Both fleets on the lake were more or less 
deficient in stores and equipment, and the gunboats 
on both sides were in part manned by soldiers. 
By any fair measurement, the advantage of the 
British in guns and equipment was almost as great 
as that which characterized the army. 

The plans for the battle showed Macdonough’s 
superiority over the common run of commanders. 
He carefully provided against possible disaster, 
placing his vessels in such a way as to utilize to the 
full the advantages of the geographical situation. In 
fact, it might be called a naval battle with a natural 
land backing. The most dramatic incident of the 
fight illustrates the quality of Macdonough’s ability. 
After two hours of fighting, the British squadron had 
a very distinct advantage and was on the point of 
taking the whole American fleet because Macdon- 
ough’s chief vessel, the Saratoga, became disabled. 
He promptly devised means for turning the vessel 
half-way round by the operation known as “ wind- 
ing ship,” so as to present to the enemy what 
was substantially a new and fresh vessel. This 
resourcefulness saved the day, and during the fol- 
fowing half-hour the Confiance struck her colors, 
and was followed by other vessels of the squadron.! 

This battle resulting in such a distinguished Amer- 
ican victory was one of the most stubbornly con- 
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tested of the war, and added one more hero who 
could rank with Perry in public estimation. He 
received a vote of thanks and a gold medal from 
Congress, and later the state of Vermont gave him 
a farm overlooking the scene of his victory. The 
decisiveness of this battle was evident at once to 
the British. Hardly was the result known, when 
measures were taken for the retreat of Prevost’s 
army into Canada.’ At best, Prevost’s assault upon 
the land forces had been so poor as to give little aid 
to the fleet; and for this failure and his prompt 
retreat, Prevost was ordered to trial by court- 
martial, but died before the trial could take place. 
The war was practically ended by this retreat of 
the British army from Plattsburg into Canada. 
It would seem as though the persistent mismanage- 
ment of the American forces in northern New York, 
the incompetency of Dearborn and Wilkinson, the 
strange interference of Secretary Armstrong, the di- 
version of the forces of Izard from the front of Pre- 
vost’s army, were all atoned for by the brilliancy 
of the accomplishment of Commodore Macdonough 
and his handful of sailors and soldiers on Lake 
Champlain. 


1James, Military Occurrences, I1., 461 (Prevost’s report); 
Niles’ Register, VII., 44,60; Roosevelt, Naval War (3d ed.), 398. 


CHAPTER VIII 


THE SOUTHWEST AND THE CENTRE 
(1813-1815) 


N another quarter the campaigns of 1813 and 1814 

were important —in the southwest. The people 
of Tennessee, Georgia, and Mississippi territory ex- 
pected that Florida would be their share of the 
spoils of war, just as Canada would be the reward of 
the north and west. Had not the United States 
already taken West Florida and occupied Amelia 
Island, as evidences of its attitude towards the strip 
of Spanish territory north of the Gulf? In the winter 
of 1812-1813, at the call of the war department, the 
governor of Tennessee despatched Andrew Jackson, 
major-general of the militia of that state, with two 
thousand men down the Mississippi to Natchez, there 
to wait for marching orders, which would, it was 
expected, direct a movement against Mobile and the 
“lower country.”’ Congress was already considering 
the relation of Florida to the course of the war, and 
the first proposal discussed in the Senate was to 
sanction the occupation of all or any part of East 
Florida. But Congress was not willing to go quite 
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so far even in secret session, as it had gone in 1811; 
and finally authorized the president, by the special 
act of February 12, 1813, to take possession of 
Mobile and the portion of Florida west of the 
Perdido.! 

Thus once more Madison’s enemies in the Senate 
thwarted his desires; and since the troops under 
Jackson could not be used to occupy Pensacola 
and St. Augustine, they were ordered dismissed at 
Natchez, five hundred miles from home. Jackson 
was angry with the administration, at what seemed 
to be deception on its part, or what might be a 
device for coercing the militia to enter the volunteer 
service; and he marched his troops back to Tennes- 
see on his own guarantee of their rations and pay. 
Secretary Armstrong later explained the matter to 
Jackson in a letter in which he thanked the Tennes- 
seeans for their services, which would have been 
needed “had the Executive policy of occupying the 
two Floridas been adopted by the national legislat- 
ure.” He further mollified the irascible general by 
allowing the claims for the expenses of his troops on 
their return march. While the actual occupation of 
West Florida to the Perdido, and the erection of 
Fort Bowyer on Mobile Bay, was carried out by 
General Wilkinson during the spring of 1813, an- 
other year was to elapse before General Jackson 
could make his longed-for assault on the Spanish 


1See above, p. 27; Annals of Cong., 12 Cong., 2 Sess., 124-127; 
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province and plant the American flag at Pen- 
sacola.' 

The part of the campaign in the southwest most 
directly connected with the welfare of the United 
States was the subjugation of the Indians of the 
Alabama country. The state of Georgia had long 
set the fashion of maltreating those Indians within 
her borders who were settled upon lands which the 
white man coveted both passively and actively. As 
the settlements spread to. the westward and came 
in contact with the Creeks and other partly civilized 
tribes, the irritation of the Indians became acute. 
The half-civilized tribes took deeper and deeper root 
as they developed, under the guidance of the federal 
government, away from the hunting stage to the 
cultivation of fields; and every piece of evidence that 
the Indians might remain in the region permanently, 
roused fresh antagonism among the Georgians and 
Tennesseeans. The Creeks and Seminoles were by 
temperament and by their nearness to the weak and 
poverty -stricken Spaniards, at a disadvantage in 
their fight against the white “civilization,’? when 
compared with the aggressive Indians of the north- 
west, who profited by the strength of their accom- 
modating British neighbors. The spirit of resistance 
in the southwest was stirred especially by the visit of 
Tecumseh in 1811, and by the movements of warriors 


+ MSS. in war department, quoted by Adams, United States, 
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back and forth between the Shawnees and Creeks 
in the two years thereafter. By August, 1813, the 
Creek country was aroused: two thousand Indians 
were brandishing their war-clubs—hence the epithet 
of Red Clubs or Red Sticks often applied to these 
Indians—and frequent attacks were made on the 
white settlers. 

The climax was reached in the massacte of two 
hundred and fifty whites at Fort Mims, August 30, 
A veritable Macedonian cry for help struck a re- 
sponsive chord in Tennessee, and within six weeks, 
with his usual energy and promptness, Jackson was 
at Huntsville in northern Alabama with twenty- 
five hundred Tennessee militiamen, ready to push 
into the Creek region. But the army was one of 
those kaleidoscopic militia forces which changed 
almost daily with the expiration of service of dif- 
ferent sections, so that the year ended with little 
_ accomplished beyond the killing of seven or eight 
hundred of the northern Creeks, certainly the least 
offending division of the tribe. All through the 
spring and early summer of 1814, Jackson and his 
little army, which now reached five thousand men, 
were fighting the Creeks, killing them off by the 
hundreds, though not always without paying well for 
their victories. For example, at the Horseshoe, in 
March, Jackson lost fifty-one killed and about one 
hundred and fifty wounded, many of them by arrows, 
so primitive was still the mode of fighting among 
these Creeks who warred against the United States, 
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The dead Indians numbered at least eight hundred 
and fifty.* 

The campaign closed with the signing by the 
Creeks of the hard treaty of capitulation of August 
9, 1814, in which Jackson compelled them to cede to 
the United States, as an indemnity for the expenses 
of the war—and for the benefit of the whites of 
Georgia, Alabama, and Tennessee in their westward 
progress—two-thirds of their vast territory; and to 
withdraw from the southern and western parts of 
Alabama, thus surrounding themselves with white 
settlers.? For the future of the southwest this con- 
quest of the Creeks was cardinally important, open- 
ing up as it did a great tract of new country to settle- 
ment and to the expansion of slavery after the war. 
Jackson’s reward for his successes in this Indian 
campaign was, in May, 1814, a major-generalship in 
the regular army and the command of the district 
which included Mobile and New Orleans. Thus 
many mighty issues for Jackson and for the United 
States depended on the outcome of this Creek war— 
the defence of New Orleans, the later Seminole War, 
Florida, and the presidency of Jackson. 

Meanwhile, the British were ready to take the 
offensive on land as well as by sea; and the year 
1814 saw at three points the well-planned attacks of 
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land forces supported by the navy—Lake Champlain, 
the Chesapeake, and the Gulf. The first of these has 
already been described.! The second and third were 
in part made possible by a new feature of the war 
—viz., the reinforcement of the British armies in 
America by large bodies of veteran troops released in 
Europe by the overthrow of Napoleon. 

The blockade was also to be made more effective, 
but that at best was a negative sort of warfare and 
not suited to impress vividly upon all classes in 
America the might of their enemy and the impotence 
of their government. The continuance of the struggle 
for control of the lakes, especially Ontario and Cham- 
plain, was marked by no new methods or change of 
leadership, though General Brown and General Scott 
became the real directors of the movements of the 
troops in the north. 

Great Britain naturally expected much from the 
experienced soldiers and officers who were sent from 
the victorious fields of Europe to carry on war 
against a crude and undisciplined half-militia army of 
artisans, farmers, and backwoodsmen. In June and 
July, 1814, enough troops were sent to Canada to 
raise the effective strength of Prevost’s armies from 
sixteen thousand to twenty-nine thousand. An- 
other division of some four thousand was sent under 
Major-General Ross of the Peninsular army “to 
effect a diversion on the coasts of the United States 
of America in favor of the army employed in the 


1See above, p. 102. 
VOL. XIII.—I1ft 


134 RISE OF AMERICAN NATIONALITY [1814 


defence of Upper and Lower Canada,” at a point to 
be determined by Ross and Vice-Admiral Cochrane, 
who selected the cities of the Chesapeake. Still 
later in the year an army of ten thousand men who 
had seen seven years of service in the Peninsular 
campaigns was sent out under the leadership of 
Major-General Sir Edward Pakenham, a brother-in- 
law of the Duke of Wellington, and one of his ablest 
and most courageous lieutenants, to take the city of 
New Orleans. These preparations for the campaign 
of 1814, in their extent and carefulness, may well 
be compared with those made for the expedition of 
Burgoyne in 1777, when the British expected to 
divide the colonies and end the war of the Revo- 
lution.' 

The blockade of Chesapeake Bay, which was main- 
tained with more or less vigor after February, 1813, 
so that Maryland’s export trade of four million 
five hundred thousand dollars in 1811 fell to two 
hundred and thirty-eight thousand dollars in 1814, 
did no positive damage to the cities on the bay, 
beyond the stoppage of their commerce. Attacks 
on Craney Island and Norfolk, where there was a 
navy-yard, were unsuccessful; but with the coming 
of Ross and his troops in August, 1814, the campaign 
took on new vigor and definiteness. The immediate 
object of attack was determined largely by events 
in a remote frontier region. More than a year be- 
fore, during the campaign against York, or Toronto, 

1 Adams, United States, VIII., 124. 
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the capital of Upper Canada, the parliament build- 
ings were burned by private soldiers quite without 
authority, so Dearborn declared at a later day. A 
similar and less excusable act of vandalism took 
place in May, 1814, when a handful of American 
soldiers, acting on their own responsibility, crossed 
over Lake Erie to Long Point, and destroyed some 
mills, distilleries, and houses. Though the officer 
commanding was afterwards tried by court-martial 
and censured for. the raid, General Prevost wrote 
to Admiral Cochrane, who had succeeded Admiral 
Warren in command in American waters, suggest- 
ing that the latter should “assist in inflicting that 
measure of retaliation which shall deter the enemy 
from a repetition of similar outrages.’’ The admiral 
promptly issued to the blockading squadrons in- 
structions “to destroy and lay waste such towns 
and districts upon the coasts as you may find assail- 
able,’’ these orders to be in force until the American 
government should make proper restitution to the 
injured Canadians. He also notified Secretary Mon- 
roe of these orders to his fleet, under date of August 
18, and received a rather tart reply after the secre- 
tary returned to the devastated capital.’ 

In the Chesapeake the British commanders might 
attack Baltimore, destroying its shipping, and could 
hope to annihilate the flotilla of gunboats com- 


1 Pitkin, Statistical View (2d ed.), 56; Adams, United States, 
VIII., 126, 128; Am. State Paps., He ae Tireos eviie © 
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manded by Captain Barney, which blockaded the 
Patuxent River. They were, however, most strong- 
ly attracted by the capital of the nation, for the 
dispersion of the great officers of the government 
and the suspension of administration are not only 
in themselves serious calamities, but they have a 
great moral effect upon any people. In the War of 
1812 it was one of the prime objects of the British 
to bring the Republican government into such dis- 
repute and scorn that it would have to make peace 
on British terms, or yield to a revolution favorable 
to British interests. Therefore, by the rules of war 
and of political strategy, the Chesapeake expedition 
in itself was wise and proper, though some of its 
incidents cannot be justified on any grounds. 

The preparations of the United States to meet the 
invasion of the British were ridiculously inadequate. 
The hostile fleet had been in full command of the 
Chesapeake for nearly a year and a half, yet there 
was neither fortification of consequence nor army 
of appreciable size or efficiency for the protection 
of the capital. Though the cabinet had discussed 
the defence of Washington in early July, there was 
not a fort, a breastwork, a trench, or a battery, even 
on paper. The officer in command, General W. H. 
Winder, appointed for political rather than military 
reasons, was worse than useless, the very incarnation 
of incompetency, a fussy, nerveless man, who owed 
his appointment as brigadier-general in command 
of the military district to his kinship with the Fed- 
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eralist governor of Maryland. To make matters 
worse, Monroe, then secretary of state, had a pen- 
chant for military affairs, and undertook to inter- 
fere with the arrangements made under the orders 
of the secretary of war, who graciously called him a 
“busy and blundering tactician.”’ ! 

The news of the landing of General Ross at Bene- 
dict, in Maryland, August 19, created a panic at 
Washington. To meet four thousand British vet- 
erans, requisitions for militia were hastily sent to 
the neighboring states, and all the troops in the 
vicinity were ordered out—an improvised army of 
raw militia, a Jeffersonian reliance. The usual 
hortatory proclamations were of course issued. 
The leisurely march of the British across a country 
described by the secretary of war as “covered with 
wood, and offering at every step strong positions 
for defence,’ was, except for the heat, almost a 
summer -holiday affair. The Americans selected 
Bladensburg as the place where opposition should 
be made to the advance of the enemy, and thither 
flowed an absurd array of secretaries, clerks, cabi- 
net officers, the president himself, regulars, militia, 
and four hundred sailors from Barney’s little fleet. 
Before the battle began, however, the president 
remarked to Monroe, “It would now be proper for 
us to retire in the rear, leaving the military move- 
ment to military men,” the retirement being exe- 


1Am. State Paps., Military, I., 524, 538; Armstrong, Notices, 
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cuted with celerity barely sufficient to prevent 
their capture by the British.* 

The motley crowd of seven thousand Americans 
which faced the British on August 24 can hardly 
be called an army, though its nucleus was about 
one thousand regulars and sailors. As seen by the 
British “Subaltern in America,” they were mostly 
“country-people, who would have been more appro- 
priately employed in attending to their agricultural 
occupations than in standing with muskets in their 
hands on the brow of a bare, green hill’; while 
Winder describes them as “a mass of men sudden- 
ly assembled, without organization, discipline, or of- 
ficers of any, the least, knowledge of service.” 
Twice did the Americans fire artillery and musket 
volleys at the enemy, and thus administer a slight 
check before retreating towards Georgetown. A 
few companies fell back in good order, but for the 
most part it was the retreat of a panic - stricken 
mob. 

It was the presence of Barney’s fighting sail- 
ors which alone dignifies the field of Bladensburg 
with the name of battle. Posted on a hill-side a 
mile from the village, along the route of the British 
towards Washington, under the independent com- 
mand of Barney, and quite undismayed alike by the 
flight of their friends and the advance of their 
enemies, they made a fine, firm resistance, until the 


1Am. State Paps., Military, 1., 536, 537, 596; Gleig, Cam- 
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British got in their rear, when they were compelled 
to give up the struggle, leaving their wounded com- 
mander a prisoner.. “The rapid flight of the enemy 
and his knowledge of the country,” wrote General 
Ross after the fight, “‘ precluded the possibility of 
many prisoners being taken.” So acute was the 
panic among the Americans fleeing westward be- 
yond Washington and into Virginia that a fresh 
alarm on the second night drove the president from 
his bed into the Virginia woods for refuge. The 
course and condition of the president were typical 
of the whole government: the officers were meta- 
phorically wandering in the woods without direction 
or co-operation, the victims of their own incapacity.* 

The British troops marched directly from Bladens- 
burg to Washington, camping just outside the city 
on the evening of August 24. A detachment of 
soldiers under orders burned the Capitol and de- 
partment buildings while another body proceeded 
to burn the White House. A messenger sent by 
the French minister to ask a British guard for his 
house found General Ross in the act of piling up 
furniture in the White House drawing-room pre- 
paratory to setting it on fire. A third conflagration 
took place at the navy-yard, where the buildings and 
vessels were burned by order of the secretary of the 
navy. While the burning of the Capitol and other 


1Am. State Paps., Military, I., 552, 556, 579 (Barney’s re- 
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Ross); A Subaltern 1n America, 67. 
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public buildings in Washington was a piece of pure, 
unmitigated vandalism, deliberately committed by 
high officers in the British service and afterwards 
applauded by the prince regent and Lord Bathurst, 
the administration of Madison cannot escape the 
severest censure for its ridiculous unpreparedness 
for defence. The British officer, Gleig, was right in 
saying that the capture of Washington “was owing 
more to the faults of the Americans themselves, 
than to any other cause.’’ Jomini, a contemporary 
European military critic, expresses the great sur- 
prise of military men that a handful of British 
soldiers could take and burn the capital of a nation 
with ten million people.' 

Having accomplished their purposes at the capital, 
destroying public property estimated to have been 
worth more than one million five hundred thousand 
dollars, the British promptly withdrew to their fleet 
at Benedict without firing a single musket at their 
enemy; thus the Washington campaign was com- 
pleted in a little more than a week, from landing to 
re-embarkation. The officials and people of Wash- 
ington filtered back, while part of the American 
army turned towards Baltimore.’ 


' Niles’ Register, VI., 442 et seq.; British account, in Gleig, 
Campaigns (ed. of 1821), 158 et seq.; Serrurier’s account, in 
Adams, United States, VIII., 146; Jomini, L’Art de la Guerre 
(ed. of 1894), II., 456; the myth of the White House ban- 
quet, King, in Mag. of Am. Hist., X1V., 450, XV., 509. 

* Am. State Paps,, Military, 1., 532 (report of special House 
committee); James, Military Occurrences, I1., 297. 
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One of the most important political results of 
the capture of the capital was the forced resignation 
of the secretary of war. John Armstrong had prob- 
ably borne himself with more dignity during the 
trying days of the campaign than had any other 
officer of the administration; but dignity does not 
organize battalions, build defences, or inspire com- 
manders. On the other hand, no secretary could 
make bricks without straw or clay, and that was 
about what Armstrong, with an empty national 
treasury and with emergency militia companies for 
an army, had been required to do. Madison’s atti- 
tude towards Armstrong, in an interview after their 
return to Washington, suggests strongly the dis- 
missal of Robert Smith in 1811: Madison proposed 
as a compromise that Armstrong should retire tem- 
porarily, until the storm of criticism of the president 
and his secretary of war on account of the misman- 
agement of the war, should blow over. But Arm- 
strong declined this arrangement, resigned his port- 
folio, and published the reasons for his act in a 
plain-speaking letter in the Baltimore Patriot. 
After some delay, Monroe was made secretary of 
war, continuing also as secretary of state, since in 
the latter office there was comparatively little to 
do at that time.’ 

The British next turned their attention to Balti- 


? Madison, Writings (Congress ed.), III., 424; Monroe, Writ- 
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more, in the expectation of levying a heavy contri- 
bution on its commerce and shipping, just as they 
had done at the little city of Alexandria, where they 
had received and carried off on their ships goods 
estimated to be worth one hundred thousand dollars. 
The fleet moved up the bay to the attack of Balti- 
more, and anchored off the mouth of the Patapsco 
River, September 11. Troops to the number of 
four or five thousand were landed for the attack, 
while the ships were to proceed to the bombard- 
ment of Fort McHenry. The distance in either 
case was only twelve or fourteen miles, and the 
approach much easier than in the attack on Wash- 
ington. But Baltimore had made good use of the 
time since the British determined to make the first 
attack on Washington. Her citizens and mayor 
had not left their defence to the incapacity of gov- 
ernment generals and engineers; they took matters 
in their own hands, and when the Englishmen ar- 
rived before the city there were good intrenchments 
and batteries mounted with cannon, forming a line 
of redoubts manned by an army of respectable size. 
In fact, the returns showed a force of nearly fourteen 
thousand present, under command of Senator Sam- 
uel Smith, now a major-general of militia. Fort 
McHenry was occupied by a force of regulars, sailors, 
and volunteers reaching nearly one thousand.? 

In a skirmish on September 12, General Ross was 


1 Niles’ Register, VII., 13; Am. State Paps., Military, 1., 591; 
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killed; and when the bombardment by the fleet and 
the movements of the troops on the following day 
proved ineffective, it was evident that the intrench- 
ments of the Americans, combined with the shallow- 
ness of the water and a line of sunken vessels off the 
fort, which prevented near approach of the British 
fleet, were obstacles which the British could not 
overcome with the men under their command. 
Cochrane sent word to the military commander 
that he could do no more, and the invading army 
retreated to the shore and embarked on the trans- 
ports. In a few days the ships dropped down the 
bay, and by the middle of October Chesapeake Bay 
was unvexed by the keel of a single British block- 
ader, and its shores once more undisturbed. The 
members of the administration were back in Wash- 
ington, and Congress, which met in special session 
September 19, was naively considering Giles’s reso- 
lution for an inquiry into the state of the defences 
of the city of Washington.' 

Operations against the coast of Maine were going 
on at the same time as those on the shores of the 
Chesapeake. In July the British took Moose Island 
and the town of Eastport, which, however, had been 
in dispute since the treaty of 1783. A later suc- 
cessful expedition against the fort at Castine, at 
the mouth of the Penobscot, left no doubt of the 
intention of Great Britain to possess herself of so 


1 Niles’ Register, VI1., 23-30, 40; James, Military Occurrences, 
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much of the territory of the United States as would 
give her free and convenient transit by land from 
Montreal to the Atlantic coast. General Sherbrooke, 
governor of Nova Scotia, with an army of two 
thousand men, took possession of the Massachusetts 
counties lying about the Penobscot in September, 
1814, without encountering any resistance, though 
their military population was not far from twelve 
thousand. The people of this hundred miles of 
Maine coast were required to take the oath of alle- 
giance to King George III., and took it seemingly 
without reluctance, with every prospect of remain- 
ing permanent subjects of the tyrant of 1776.' 

By the terms of a despatch sent to Ross in July, 
the expedition, after the completion of the Chesa- 
peake campaign, was to proceed to Jamaica, and 
there await further orders looking towards the re- 
duction of the Gulf coast with the aid of reinforce- 
ments which would be sent to him from England. 
But Admiral Cochrane reported that ‘he had no 
doubt in his mind that three thousand troops landed 
at Mobile, where they would be joined by all the 
Indians with the disaffected French and Spaniards, | 
would drive the Americans entirely out of Louisiana 
and the Floridas.”” Accordingly, the Ross expedi- 
tion, under modified orders, was directed to co- 
operate with Cochrane in the Gulf. It seems strange 
that this undertaking had not earlier been set on 


'James, Military Occurrences, I1., 475 et seq. (British side); 
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foot, for the excellent reasons set forth in this de- 
spatch. 

The control of the mouth of the Mississippi and 
of the rivers to the east flowing into the Gulf would 
be a most serious blow to the interests of the west, 
which had been so much endangered by the re- 
strictions of Spain ten years earlier that the United 
States had been led to purchase Louisiana. If the 
stronger hand of Great Britain should seize control 
of these waterways, which the weak grasp of the 
Spaniards had given up, it would be no foolish 
prophet of evil who would expect the ultimate 
separation of the western part of the American re- 
public. In fact, Great Britain might reasonably 
anticipate that with the control of the Mississippi 
would come again control of the Indian trade and 
Indian lands of the west and northwest. Or if this 
problematic advantage were not desirable, the occu- 
pation of the Gulf coast would be an “important 
and valuable possession by the restoration of which 
we may improve the conditions of peace, or which 
may entitle us to exact its cession as the price of 
peace.”’ ! 

The Gulf expedition of the British left Jamaica 
November 26—a fleet of fifty vessels including five 
seventy-fours, and an army of nearly ten thousand 
veterans in command of two able generals, Paken- 
ham and Gibbs, who had been trained in the best 


1 Above despatches from MSS. in the British archives, quoted 
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of military schools, the campaigns of Wellington in 
Spain. With such a force they anticipated an easy 
victory with abundant spoil. If the Americans had 
desired to have their resistance dignified and their 
coming victory magnified, this fleet and this army 
would have well served their purpose.' 

The defence of the city of New Orleans, with its 
twenty thousand people and its strategic location, 
was seemingly almost as neglected as that of Wash- 
ington in the preceding August. But there were two 
important differences: Andrew Jackson was in May, 
1814, put in command of the military district, and 
the secretary of war had ordered munitions of war 
and companies of militia from Tennessee and Mis- 
sissippi to the support of Jackson. Jackson spent 
the months of the summer in subjugating the Creeks 
in Alabama, and, even after it was well known that 
the British would attack the Gulf coast, he lin- 
gered in Mobile, going late in the autumn on an un- 
authorized—in fact, forbidden—expedition against 
the town of Pensacola in Spanish Florida. With no 
evident comprehension of the urgency of the oc- 
casion, he at length reached New Orleans, December 
2, about a week before the British fleet cast anchor 
off the Louisiana coast. Three weeks more passed, 
and then the advance-guard of the enemy, two thou- 
sand strong, entered Lake Borgne and emerged from 
the Villeré Canal on the banks of the Mississippi, 
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seven miles below the city, on December 23; but 
not a soldier nor a gun nor an intrenchment of any 
kind stood between them and the city which they 
coveted.! 

Jackson’s energy never shone to better advantage 
than when he recognized this emergency, which was 
in considerable degree due to his own neglect and 
misunderstanding of the meaning of the movements 
of the enemy. With a superior force of regulars, 
militia, and volunteers, aided by the twelve-gun 
war-schooner the Carolina, he promptly attacked the 
British advance-guard, and in a sharp skirmish on 
December 24 succeeded in giving the invaders such 
a severe check that they decided to wait for the main 
army and their light artillery before advancing on 
New Orleans. This was Jackson’s opportunity. He 
halted his troops five miles from the city, on the 
edge of a dry canal. With the aid of negrogs, his 
men deepened the canal and threw up a high para- 
pet, which in three days was so formidable that it 
deterred the British from open assault. General 
Pakenham again waited, this time for his heavy 
artillery to be landed from the ships and hauled 
through the winter mud of the swamps with dis- 
tressing efforts, in order to command the American 
position and to destroy the Carolina, whose fire in his 
flank or rear would be disastrous. On New Year’s 
Day an artillery battle took place. Jackson’s long 
line of breastworks mounted fifteen guns, while the 
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British could present twenty-four; but to the great 
chagrin of the English officers, the work of the 
American artillerymen was distinctly superior, and 
after losing several guns the enemy withdrew from 
this form of contest. Two odd expedients for 
strengthening the defences were equally ineffective: 
“the cotton bales which formed the cheeks of the 
embrasures [of the Americans] proved as little ser- 
viceable as the hogsheads of sugar in the British 
river battery.’ ! 

By January 8, 1815, strong reinforcements had 
arrived for both commanders. Jackson chose wisely 
not to risk his militia in an open attack, but to wait 
for the British general to assault his works. On both 
sides of the river the American forces numbered 
about four thousand men, the great body lying be- 
hind the long line of earthworks with their mounted 
cannon, flanked on one side by the river and on the 
other by the cypress swamp. Here Pakenham made 
his main assault with more than five thousand men, 
instead of flanking his enemy by an advance up the 
river. The main attack failed at every point, for 
the fire of Jackson’s riflemen and artillery drove back 
the British with fearful effectiveness. Three of the 
British major-generals, including Pakenham, were 
killed, and the total losses in killed, wounded, and 
missing were more than two thousand. The Amer- 
1can loss proved to be seventy-one, though Jackson 
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on the gth estimated it at ten killed and as many 
more wounded. The British made immediate prep- 
arations for retreat, and by the end of the month 
they were embarked on their ships and en route to 
Mobile Bay, where they succeeded in reducing the 
crude forts on February 11, before receiving news of 
peace, ' 

The battle of New Orleans had no effect whatever 
on the termination of the war, for the treaty of peace 
was signed two weeks before it was fought; but,as a 
closing act to a contest which on land had brought 
almost nothing but shame and disaster to the Amer- 
ican arms, it was most gratifying. It covered a 
multitude of sins of omission and commission on the 
part of the government and the commanders. It 
reinforced the pride of the people, which had been 
so often and so sorely wounded. It gave the United 
States a military hero who appealed to the west as 
no naval hero could appeal.’ 


1 Niles’ Register, VII., 357, 373, 385 (Jackson’s official re- 
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CHAPTER IX 
NEW ENGLAND AND THE WAR 
(1811-18155 


HE conduct of Federalist New England ftom 
i the declaration of war in 1812 to the proclama- 
tion of peace in 1815 was marked by a fine Puritan 
consistency and resourcefulness. Men like Picker- 
ing, Otis, Quincy, Cabot, and Strong failed neither 
in their logic hor in the courage to carry out their 
convictions. But ‘consistency must not be required 
to stretch ovér too long a time. Fifteen years 
earlier there had been Federalist declarations which 
were hard to reconcile with those later utterances. 
The famous speech of Josiah Quincy on the Louisiana 
bill in 1811 made clear the logical extremity to 
which New England was willing to go in support of 
her principles—‘“‘as it will be the right of all, so it 
will be the duty of some, definitely to prepare for a 
separation, amicably if they can, violently if they 
must.” A high-priest of the Federalist faith had 
spoken; it remained for loyal adherents to stand by 
the pronouncement with grim and unswerving de- 
termination.! . 
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The debates on the war measures during the spring 
and early summer of 1812 demonstrated that the 
New-Englanders, while opposed to war, were not in 
favor of tame submission. They wanted adequate 
protection for the commerce and citizenship of the 
nation, but they preferred on the whole to work out 
their own salvation rather than to accept the Jef- 
fersonian Republican brand which was to be forced 
upon them. They voted for the increase of the army 
to thirty-five thousand quite as much to embarrass 
their opponents as to promote the intended war; but 
when it came to the actual declaration they yoted 
almost to a man against it.! 

The legislature of Massachusetts presented to 
Congress a moderate memorial against the declara- 
tion of war; after the passage of the fateful act, 
thirty-four of the forty-nine members of the national 
House who had voted against the declaration, is- 
sued a protest or “Address ... to their Constitu- 
ents,’’ in which they severely arraigned the policy 
and motives of the Republican majority.? These 
documents did not augur well for that unity and 
harmony for which Niles looked when war was 
declared: “At a time like the present, every honest 
diversity of sentiment will be sacrificed, or, at least, 
suffered to rest in peace for a season, on the ALTAR 
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OF UNION. ...A little time and patience with 
prudence, will bring about a perfect union when the 
war really begins.””! 

In January, 1812, Congress voted thirteen new 
regiments of regulars; in February the president was 
authorized to accept fifty thousand one-year volun- 
teers; and in April he was authorized to call out one 
hundred thousand of the state militia. Let Madison 
tell of the enthusiasm of the response to these acts up 
to August 8, 1812: “The enlistments for the reg- 
ular army fall short of the most moderate calcula- 
tion; the Volunteer Act is extremely unproductive. 
And even the militia detachments are either ob- 
structed by the disaffected governors or chilled by 
the Federalist spirit diffused throughout the region 
most convenient to the theatre.””?. The sorry truth 
was that the governors of several of the New Eng- 
land states had refused to comply with the call for 
militia in the manner desired by the administration. 

Major-General Dearborn, acting under the au- 
thority of the secretary of war, asked for detach- 
ments of the militia of Massachusetts and Connecti- 
cut on June 22, directing that part of the companies 
be sent to various posts in these states, part to 
Rhode Island, and part—four companies—to be 
placed under the commanding officer of the United 
States army at Fort Trumbull. Governor Griswold 
of Connecticut at once convened the council of that 
state in extra session, and requested its advice on the 
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two important questions raised by the requisition 
of General Dearborn: Could the militia be legal- 
ly demanded until one of the three contingencies 
named in the Constitution had arisen—to “execute 
the laws of the Union, suppress insurrection, and re- 
pel invasion”’? Could the militia be placed “under 
the command of a continental officer’? The council 
and the governor were agreed in a negative answer 
to both of these important questions, and accord- 
ingly the request for militia was refused. The leg- 
islature, however, voted to raise and arm twenty- 
six hundred men for the defence of the state. In 
Massachusetts the same issue was submitted to 
three judges of the supreme court and answered in 
the same way.’ 

It was evident the militia was not needed to execute 
‘the laws, nor was there any insurrection to suppress, 
but on the question of invasion the case was not 
quite so clear. Offensive warfare from the British 
side was imminent but not actual; and any but a 
strongly partisan mind would have recognized the 
wisdom of thorough, timely preparation for the 
probable invasion. President Madison well said in 
his message to Congress, November 4, 1812, “The 
refusal was founded on a novel and unfortunate ex- - 
position of the provisions of the Constitution relating 
to the militia... . It is obvious that if the authority 
of the United States to call into service and com- 
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mand the militia for the pttblic defense can be thus 
frustrated, even in a state of declared war and of 
course under apptehensions of invasion preceding 
war, they are not one nation for the purpose most of 
all requiring it, and that the public safety may have 
no other resource than in those large and permanent 
military establishments which ate forbidden by the 
principles of our free governtnent, and against the 
necessity of which the militia were meant to be a 
constitutional bulwark.” The final word as to the 
correctness of the president’s view was said by the 
supreme court of the United States in 1827, in the 
case of Martin vs. Mott: “ We are all of the opinion 
that the authority to decide whether the exigency 
[of calling out the militia] has arisen belongs ex- 
clusively to the President, and that his decision is 
concltisive upon all other persons.’’ ! 

The question of the control and use of the militia 
was more or less actite duting the whole war. Not 
merely did the New England states object to the 
first war-call, and to putting their companies under 
United States officers, but the men refused to march 
beyond the borders of the United States, and even 
in some cases beyond the borders of their own state. 
It would be an error to suppose that the militia took 
no active or important part in the war. Though the 
federal government came finally to the policy of 
leaving the New England states to take care of them- 
selves, the states to the eastward frequently acted 
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under orders from Washington; yet for the most 
part they constituted state armies more or less inde- 
pendent of the federal authorities, and sometimes 
they caused almost as much anxiety to those in 
office at Washington as did the enemy. The militia 
of Massachusetts, seventy thousand in enrolment, 
well-drilled and well-equipped, was definitely with- 
drawn from the service of the United States in 
September, 1814—that is, two weeks after the 
capture of Washington, and one week after portions 
of Maine had been taken by the British and the in- 
habitants had taken the oath of allegiance to the 
king of Great Britain.' 

The general orders of Governor Strong, dated 
September 6, placed the militia under a state major- 
general, and when the governor asked Monroe, then 
acting secretary of war, “whether the expenses thus 
necessarily incurred for our protection will be ul- 
timately reimbursed to this state by the general 
government,” he got the curt reply that the state’s 
measures were the state’s affairs, not the affairs of the 
nation, and that the expenses were chargeable to 
the state, not to the United States. Accordingly, 
the state legislature authorized a loan of one million 
dollars, and six hundred and thirty-one thousand 
dollars was actually realized for defence.? Con- 
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necticut withdrew her militia force from federal 
control even before Massachusetts took the step. 
Rhode Island and Massachusetts exchanged notes, 
like two European powers, offering assurances of aid 
in case of invasion of the territory of either state. 

The same restraint of effort which marked New 
England’s compliance with the military demands 
of the United States marked also her course re- 
garding financial aid to the government during the 
years of the war. Measured by almost any standard 
of financial strength, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
and Connecticut were better able than any other 
three states (leaving Pennsylvania out of the ques- 
tion) to aid in financing the war. Timothy Pitkin 
of Connecticut, a reliable statistician, estimated that 
in 1812 the paid-up banking capital of the whole 
country was sixty million dollars, of which New Eng- 
land had about eighteen millions, while Massachu- 
setts alone had about ten millions. The conserva- 
tive management of their circulation and their heavy 
reserves of specie made the banks of Massachusetts 
and Connecticut the strongest in the Union.’ 

As early as 1810, when the adoption of manu- 
facturing was forced upon New England as a tem- 
porary substitute for the commerce which had made 
that section so rich and solid, New England began to 
supply the rest of the country with the manufactured 
goods which were shut out by national legislation; 
and in return specie flowed in an accelerated stream 
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into her coffers. The war embargo and blockade al- 
most shut off the marketing in New England of the 
produce of the middle and southern states, so specie 
accumulated in the vaults of the eastern banks. 
Massachusetts banks reported specie deposits in 1811, 
$1,709,000; in 1812, $3,915,000; in 1813, $6,171,000; 
and in 1814, $7,326,000. The New England banks 
had probably about one-half the specie in the coun- 
try at the end of 1814. The only way to get this 
money back into circulation in the states from which 
it had been drawn was through the medium of gov- 
ernment loans, the proceeds of which would in the 
course of events be paid out to soldiers, carriers, 
and farmers. 

At this critical point the New England Federalists 
found means to oppose the war without the least 
violation of any law or the straining of any con- 
stitutional interpretation. With grim reserve they 
almost withheld subscriptions to the national loans, 
no matter how urgent the needs of the adminis- 
tration: the south and west had made the war— 
“Mr. Madison’s War’’—let them pay for it! Of the 
$11,000,000 loan of the spring of 1812, New England 
took less than $1,000,000; and during the whole 
war her total subscription to national loans was less 
than $3,000,000, while the middle states paid in 
nearly $35,000,000. In other words, in a time of 
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great financial difficulty the government of the 
United States was deprived of almost a third of the 
financial accumulations which might have been its 
reliance, just when the winding-up of the Bank of 
the United States bore away another resource. 

The moneyed interests of the east were not con- 
tent with passive resistance; they bought British 
drafts at a discount with specie sent to Canada; they 
supplied beef to the British armies in Canada, and 
furnished subsistence to British fleets off the east- 
ern coasts—all for highly profitable considerations. 
Madison wrote sharply of this practice in his message 
of December 9, 1813, and the British commander 
wrote to the home government of the continuance 
of the same conditions in the following August: 
“Two-thirds of the army in Canada are at this 
moment eating beef provided by American con- 
tractors. ... This circumstance, as well as that of the 
introduction of large sums of specie into this prov- 
ince, being notorious in the United States, it is to 
be expected Congress will take steps to deprive us 
of those resources, and under that apprehension 
large droves are daily crossing the lines coming into 
Lower Canada.” ! 

New England could not be coerced into subscrip- 
tion to national loans, but she might be prevented 
from trading with the enemy. Accordingly, a new 
and rigid embargo was enacted in December, 1813. 
Hardly was it on the statute-book when it had to 
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be modified to prevent the people of the island of 
Nantucket from starving, because of the rigid en- 
forcement of the prohibition of intercourse with the 
mainland.’ A fortnight after the passage of this 
embargo came news of the overwhelming defeat of 
Napoleon at Leipzig, which meant that all the con- 
tinent of Europe was now open to British commerce. 
The Federalists saw the meaning of the situation 
and keyed their opposition higher. The year which 
followed demonstrated that they would not hesitate 
to move steadily along in their resistance to the 
measures of the Madisonians, even if the end of the 
route lay outside the Union. The withdrawal of 
the militia from the service of the Federal govern- 
ment and the establishment of state armies, already 
described, were part of the campaign. By April 
the futility of the embargo was clear: it was not 
serviceable either abroad or at home, and on Madi- 
son’s recommendation it was repealed, April 14; but 
its effect in increasing the aggravation of the Fed- 
eralists was not to be effaced.” 

The progress of events during 1814 seemed to 
make clearer and clearer to the Federalists the need 
of some final, decisive action for their protection. 
The organization of state troops was not confined to 
New England. New York voted the establishment 
of an army of twenty thousand; Pennsylvania fol- 
lowed; even Virginia voted a state army with two 
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major -generals, and Kentucky took steps for a 
similar army of ten thousand men. The treasury 
was so reduced by January, 1815, that the drafts of 
General Jackson could not be met, and the secretary 
of war, Monroe, who never during his whole life 
had sufficient money for his private needs, was 
obliged to give his personal security in the banks of 
Washington and Georgetown for small loans for his 
department. “That the Treasury is empty I admit,”’ 
said Artemas Ward to the House in December, 
“that the ranks of the regular army are thin I believe 
to be true; and that our country must be defended in 
all events, I not only admit, but affirm.” ! Miller, of 
New York, went even further: “‘The States must 
and will take care of themselves; and they will pre- 
serve the resources of the States for the safety of the 
States.” ? 

New England logic led from these various premises 
to the conclusion that the war must be brought to 
an end, and that Madison and the administration at 
Washington must be coerced to this object or else 
secession would take place. Joseph Story, himself 
a New-Englander, but a moderate Republican, had 
written as early as August, 1812, at the very be- 
ginning of the war: “I am thoroughly convinced 
that the leading Federalists meditate a severance of 
the Union, and that if public opinion can be brought 
to support them they will hazard a public avowal 
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of it.”! Pickering, the most radical of the Federal- 
ists, declared in a letter to Gouverneur Morris, in 
October, 1814: “I have even gone so far as to say 
that the separation of the Northern section of the 
States would be ultimately advantageous.” ? In 
justice to those men who wrote about and talked 
about secession, it should be said that during the 
first thirty -five years of the federal government 
under the Constitution it was a possibility often 
suggested ; to assert it was not really terrifying, and 
called for no governmental action.*® 

Early in the year 1814 memorials were sent up 
to the Massachusetts legislature from many towns, 
suggesting a convention of delegates from the dif- 
ferent states to “obtain such amendments and ex- 
planations of the Constitution, as will secure them 
from further evils.’’4 The House took the lead in the 
movement when the legislature met in extra session 
to enact measures for the defence of the state, and 
on October 16 voted to appoint twelve delegates to 
meet at Hartford and confer with delegates from 
other New England states upon the subject of their 
public grievances and concerns. The Senate con- 
curred, and among the delegates elected were George 
Cabot, Harrison Gray Otis, and Nathan Dane. A 
memorial was drawn up and forwarded to the 
legislatures of Connecticut and Rhode Island, which 
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in turn appointed delegates to the convention. A 
Massachusetts Federalist newspaper published news 
of the action of Connecticut under the significant head, 
“Second Pillar of a New Federal Edifice Reared.”’! 
Rhode Island was the ‘Third Pillar Raised.’’ The 
convention thus provided for, which met in Hartford, 
December 15, 1814, was made up of twelve men from 
Massachusetts, seven from Connecticut, four from 
Rhode Island, besides three unofficial delegates from 
New Hampshire and one from Vermont, chosen by 
local conventions. After a session of three weeks, 
under the obligation of strictest secrecy, the con- 
vention adjourned on January 15, 1815, issuing a 
report to its constituents. The language of this 
report is in part deliberately copied from the Vir- 
ginia resolutions of 1798, which had been written 
by the pen of Madison himself — “in cases of 
deliberate, dangerous, and palpable infractions of 
the Constitution, affecting the sovereignty of a 
State and liberties of the people; it is not only the 
right but the duty of such a State to interpose its 
authority for their protection, in the manner best 
calculated to secure that end.’’? 

The report of the convention closed with a series 
of resolutions calling for the following measures: 

1. The states represented to take the necessary 
steps to protect their citizens from the provisions of 
all acts of Congress providing for the draft, con- 
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scription, or impressment of the militia or other 
citizens of the states, unauthorized by the Con- 
stitution. 

2. These same states, through their legislatures, 
should seek to obtain from the federal government 
an arrangement by which the states might assume 
the defence of their own territory, and have re- 
imbursement by means of a portion of the federal 
revenue collected within these states, such portion 
to be paid into the state treasury. 

3. The states to pass laws which would permit the 
use of their militia in assisting other states. 

4. The states to endeavor to secure seven amend- 
ments to the Constitution: apportionment of repre- 
sentation and direct taxes among ‘the several states 
according to their respective numbers of free persons ; 
no new states to be admitted without the concur- 
rence of two-thirds of both Houses of Congress; pro- 
hibition of all embargoes exceeding sixty days; no 
interdiction of foreign intercourse without a two- 
thirds vote of both Houses; no declaration of war, 
save by a similar vote; no naturalized citizens to 
hold civil office under the authority of the United 
States; ineligibility of the president for two terms; 
and a prohibition of successive elections from the 
same state. 

In case of the failure of this application for amend- 
ment of the Constitution, or of neglect of the defence 
of the New England states, it was voted expedient 
for the legislatures of the states to appoint delegates 
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to another convention to meet in June, “with such 
powers and instructions as the exigencies of a crisis 
so momentous may require.” ! 

The parallel between the course of this convention 
and the course of the first Continental Congress is 
suggestive of revolutionary proceedings. Doubt- 
less the report was a compromise between conser- 
vative Federalists like Cabot and Otis, who draught- 
ed it, and a hot-headed element which stood 
ready to go to any length of resistance to the 
war and to the administration. In Boston “ Epam- 
inondas,” representing this latter class, announced 
in an address to the convention that “The once 
venerable Constitution has expired by dissolution. 
...At your hands therefore we demand deliver- 
ance. New England is unanimous, and we announce 
our irrevocable decree, that the tyrannical oppres- 
sion of those who at present usurp the power of the 
Constitution is beyond endurance, and we will resist 
it.”? Even Gouverneur Morris wrote from his quiet 
New Jersey home to Pickering in Congress: “I 
care nothing now about your actions and doings. 
Your decree of conscriptions and your tremendous 
levy of contributions . . . are alike indifferent to one 
whose eyes are fixed on a star in the East, which he 
believes to be the star of freedom and glory. The 
mad-men and traitors assembled at Hartford will, I 
believe, if not too tame and timid, be hailed here- 
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after as the patriots and sages of their day and 
generation.” * 

These evidences of New England sedition, to- 
gether with all the other discouragements, pro- 
foundly depressed an adininistration “ without force, 
without money, without talents, and generally de- 
spised.””? Months earlier William Wirt had called 
on the president and reported: “ He looks miserably 
shattered and woe-begone. . . . His mind is full of 
the New England sedition. He introduced the sub- 
ject and continued to press it, painful as it obvious- 
ly was to him.” * Monroe, however, was less pessi- 
mistic. Late in December he wrote: “The gentry 
will, I suspect, find they have over acted their part. 
They cannot dismember the Union, or league with 
the enemy. ... I hope that the leaders will soon take 
rank in society with Burr, and others of that stamp.’’4 
To the more advanced Republicans like Grundy and 
Calhoun, the Federalist opposition culminating in 
the Hartford Convention amounted to moral treason, 
while John Quincy Adams passionately asserted, in 
1829, that the Hartford Convention was unconsti- 
tutional and treasonable, wholly abnormal, hideous, 
and wicked.° 

A committee was appointed by the Hartford 
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Convention to present its resolutions for constitu- 
tional amendments to Congress, and early in Feb- 
ruary the committee was in Washington ready to 
negotiate with the national government. Had 
Jackson been defeated at New Orleans, or had news 
of the failure of the negotiations at Ghent been 
received, the overthrow of the government at Wash- 
ington and the establishment of a New England 
confederacy, and possibly an alliance with Great 
Britain, would seem to have been inevitable. The 
news of peace and of victory saved Madison, and 
perhaps the Union. The committee of the Hart- 
ford Convention slipped out of Washington as 
quietly as possible, and made its way home amid 
the jeers of Republicans and the reproaches of con- 
servative Federalists. 

The complete overthrow of the Federalist plans 
for coercing the national government left the con- 
vention and its members under a cloud from which 
they were never able to emerge. The triumphant 
Republicans lost no opportunity to cast reproach 
upon all connected with that secret body. The 
report of the convention, dignified, able, and un- 
objectionable as it was, did not overcome the sus- 
picions of the public generally. Strange tales were 
told of the debates of the convention; and, as the 
journal was sealed and placed in the hands of the 
president, no contradiction of these mischievous 
declarations could be made. When published by 
the secretary, Theodore Dwight, in 1833, it was 
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found to contain nothing treasonable, but it was 
always suspected that this journal reflected neither - 
the temper nor the decisions of the convention. 
Individual expressions and explanations were use- 
less. No man connected with the convention ever 
entirely recovered his political standing. The new 
and invigorated Republican party speedily absorbed 
all but the most irreconcilable Federalists, so that 
the opprobrium of sedition rested chiefly upon the 
handful of leaders like Pickering, Strong, and Cabot. 
New England’s conversion to manufacturing com- 
pleted her transformation from incorrigible Fed- 
eralism to temperate Republicanism. 


CHAPTER X 


PEACE NEGOTIATIONS 
(1813-1815) 


HE declaration of war by no means silenced the 

advocates of peace; the news of the repeal of 
the orders in council added point to their formal 
protests, and encouraged all efforts to bring pressure 
for a cessation of hostilities. The war was forced 
upon the country in much the same way as in the 
Revolution the war and independence were forced 
by an energetic, enthusiastic minority upon a con- 
servative majority. Within the Republican party 
there was a large element opposed to the war, while 
the Federalists almost to a man denounced it, in- 
sisting that peace be made at once, and declaring 
their intention to reduce their support to the barest 
legal minimum! 

Pressure for peace was not confined to America; 
for the war between the United States and England 
had a very important bearing upon the relations of 
European nations in their mighty struggle against 
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Napoleon. The Americans fully realized that their 
national and commercial interests were entangled in 
the meshes of the European system, yet the diplo- 
macy of the United States as an independent power 
can hardly be said to have passed the apprenticeship 
stage in this period of passion and violent disregard 
of neutral rights. The complaints, protests, and 
innumerable representations of the United States 
ever since 1803 were to England and France little 
more than annoying foot-notes or irritating distrac- 
tions in the warfare of decrees, orders, and proc- 
lamations. 

Four days after the United States declared war 
upon Great Britain, Napoleon declared war upon 
Russia. By the middle of August he reached the 
Dnieper River, and a month later he was in Moscow. 
England and Russia were allied, and whatever weak- 
ened England in this crisis added just so much to the 
chances for Napoleon’s success. Russia had been 
friendly to the United States since the Revolution; 
and John Quincy Adams, minister of the republic 
at St. Petersburg since 1810, was treated with special 
consideration. The fact that he represented a na- 
tion entering upon a war with England would have 
diminished his influence at the court had he not been 
carrying on his negotiations with Count Roumanzoff, 
the Russian chancellor and minister of foreign affairs, 
who was in reality in favor of France rather than 
England in the European contest, and whose in- 
fluence, for this very reason, was waning with the 
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czar since the French made war on Russia. But 
Alexander still gave him substantially his own way. 
The intrigues in the Russian ministry thus worked 
in the end to add strength to Adams’s influence.' 

The Czar Alexander was much disturbed by the 
news of the American declaration of war against his 
important ally, and in the latter part of September, 
1812, he directed Count Roumanzoff to sound Mr. 
Adams on the question of Russian mediation be- 
tween the United States and Great Britain. Al- 
though without instructions in the matter, Adams 
declared that he felt sure the United States would 
welcome the mediation if England would consent. 
Without waiting for a reply to a similar proposal 
made to England through the British ambassador, 
the Russian chargé d’affaires at Washington was 
instructed to lay the proposal before the secretary 
of state. Monroe received the offer of mediation 
March 8, 1813, and promptly accepted it in a note 
full of compliments to the czar.’ 

With the same precipitation and injudicious eager- 
ness that marked the negotiations with Erskine, 
and with France in 1810, both Madison and Monroe 
assumed that the offer would not have been made 
without the consent of England. They decided, 
after consultation with Jefferson, to give weight and 
political effect to the negotiations, by appointing a 
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commission to consist of Adams and two other men 
of prominence. As an evidence of the desire for 
peace, James A. Bayard of Delaware, a Federalist, 
was appointed, and a third commissioner was to have 
been a western man, to secure the confidence and ac- 
quiescence of that section in the treaty which might 
be formulated; but when Gallatin asked for the ap- 
pointment, the president acceded to his request. 
Gallatin believed that his usefulness in the treas- 
ury department was at an end, for his efforts were 
steadily thwarted and his recommendations disre- 
garded. He foresaw the direst confusion and per- 
haps bankruptcy of the treasury within a few months, 
and he rightly concluded that he might better serve 
the country by turning his high order of abilities 
into the channels of diplomacy than by remaining 
as the chief of the clerks of the treasury depart- 
ment. 

Gallatin’s intimate knowledge of Europe, his long 
experience in the cabinet, his reserve, patience, re- 
sourcefulness, and penetration, made him quite the 
ideal man for dealing with England or Russia at this 
time. Madison was unwilling to accept Gallatin’s 
resignation as secretary of the treasury, but, appoint- 
ing the secretary of the navy, William Jones, as 
acting secretary of the treasury, he sent Gallatin on 
his foreign mission just as Washington had sent 
Chief-Justice John Jay to negotiate the treaty of 
1794 with England, and as John Adams had sent 
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Chief-Justice Ellsworth on a mission to France in 
1800. It was May before Gallatin had completed 
the fiscal arrangements for the coming year: the loan 
of sixteen million dollars was placed, provision made 
for the issue of treasury notes, the tax bills were 
made ready, and the draught of a charter for a 
new Bank of the United States was completed. 

The Senate, to which the nomination was sent 
after the two commissioners had sailed, investigated 
the appointment, resolved that the holding of two 
offices was inadvisable, and finally rejected the 
nomination. Once more the enemies of Gallatin 
fed the ancient grudge they bore him, and he re- 
mained secretary de jure, but envoy de facto, until 
early in February, 1814, when he was nominated for 
the new commission, and was succeeded in the 
treasury by G. W. Campbell. The commissioners 
bore elaborate instructions, the gist of which was 
that in case of failure to secure a treaty with clear 
provision for the relinquishment of the right of 
search and the abandonment of impressments, they 
should make no peace, but return home.! 

When Adams called on Roumanzoff, June 22, 1813, 
to announce the appointment and departure of the 
two additional negotiators, he was informed that 
Lord Castlereagh had very politely rejected the 
czar’s offer, on the ground that the questions at issue 
between England and the United States “were of a 
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nature which they did not think suitable to be set- 
tled by mediation.” ! Roumanzoff, however, was not 
willing to let the matter drop, and finally for his own 
purposes secured from the czar a renewal of his offer 
to England. 

In the mean time Gallatin and Bayard had arrived 
at Gottenburg en route to the Russian capital. The 
news of the presence and purpose of the two Amer- 
ican commissioners in Europe so greatly disturbed 
Lord Castlereagh that he despatched two letters to 
Ambassador Cathcart at St. Petersburg, in July, 
declaring that the czar ought not to “push his per- 
sonal interference on this point [of mediation] fur- 
ther,’’ even if the commission were already on the 
ground; and that Great Britain was ready to treat 
directly with the United States at London or Got- 
tenburg. The same news reached Gallatin from 
his friend Alexander Baring, the London banker, to 
whom he had early announced his arrival in Europe, 
and whose assistance in forwarding the mediation he 
had asked. But from July, 1813, to January, 1814, 
the commissioners waited at St. Petersburg in per- 
plexing uncertainty.’ 

This important suggestion of direct negotiations 
was many months in reaching the United States. 
Not till January 3, 1814, did Monroe receive a note 
from Lord Castlereagh (dated November 4), an- 
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nouncing officially England’s willingness “to enter 
upon direct negotiations for the restoration of peace 
between the two states.” He accepted the offer 
two days later; the whole correspondence was laid 
before Congress, and it was decided to enlarge the 
number of commissioners by adding Henry Clay and 
Jonathan Russell. Since the envoys were to treat 
with England and not with Russia, new commissions 
and new instructions had to be issued.’ 

Meantime Gallatin was permitted to go on to Lon- 
don, to forward if possible the direct negotiations 
which the two governments had agreed upon. He 
arrived in the midst of the celebration over the fall 
of Napoleon; but though the world was at peace 
once more, save for the war between England and 
America, it was not an opportune moment for pro- 
posing a settlement of the difficulties between the 
two belligerents. With Napoleon overthrown and 
Great Britain in undisputed control of the seas, the 
English newspapers, if not her statesmen, were in- 
dulging in arrogance and abuse of America. There 
should be no peace, they declared, until the disgrace 
of defeats upon Lake Erie, at the Thames, and on 
the ocean had been wiped out; there should be a 
review of the title of the United States to Louisiana; 
Madison’s “dirty, swindling manoeuvers”’ in Florida 
should be punished; the fishing rights of the United 
States off the British coasts should be cancelled; 
control of the St. Lawrence and Niagara should 
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pass to Great Britain, and an Indian territory north 
and west of a line drawn from Sandusky to Kas- 
kaskia should be created for the benefit of the sav- 
age allies of Great Britain. Small wonder that 
Gallatin was profoundly depressed by the prospect. 
He even went so far as to hold a personal interview 
with the czar in London to persuade him to intercede 
with the prince-regent for a modification of Eng- 
land’s demands, but the czar gave him no encourage- 
ment. In June he wrote to Monroe that the best 
to be expected would be the status quo ante bellum, 
without any settlement of the blockade or impress- 
ment questions.’ 

England was, however, in no hurry to begin the 
direct negotiations to which Castlereagh had com- 
mitted himself. Her armies on the continent were 
relieved, and fifteen or twenty thousand men were 
to be sent to America. Her ships no longer need pa- 
trol the coasts of France and France’s more or less 
willing allies. Her people wanted to continue the 
war; but the government knew that England need- 
ed rest, that the occasion for defying American na- 
tional sentiment on impressment had disappeared, 
and that England would lose prestige in Europe if 
she refused fair terms of adjustment. 

The five American envoys had been waiting six 
weeks at Ghent, the place finally chosen for the joint 
meetings, when the British commissioners arrived, 
early in August, 1814. The make-up of the British 
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commission surprised even London, for it showed 
an almost ill-bred contempt for the Americans: 
Lord Gambier, a naval officer, raised to the peerage 
for his participation in the shelling and burning of 
Copenhagen; Henry Goulburn, a young man scarce- 
ly beyond cadet rank in diplomacy, though he had 
served as under-secretary of state for Lord Bathurst ; 
and William Adams, a doctor of civil law—these 
commonplace men made up a commission which 
neither commanded respect at home nor carried 
weight abroad. Individually and as a body they 
lacked tact, experience, and breadth of view, and in 
the end they had served as little more than clerks to 
record the changing moods and concessions of the 
British ministry. 

Against this weak and nerveless commission were 
arrayed five men who made up the strongest, most 
vigorous, and most representative group that Madi- 
son could have selected. John Quincy Adams, the 
head of the commission, at the age of forty-seven, 
was intimately acquainted with the vital problems 
of Europe, a scholarly man of the best training and 
tradition in American politics. In keenness, mental 
vigor, and high devotion to duty, he has had few 
equals in American history. But he was also a man 
of cold and repellent temper, prone to carry things 
with a high hand, and for the present mission he 
was handicapped by the fact that he was almost a 
free lance in politics, an apostate Federalist who 
came from a state bitterly opposed to the war. 
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While Adams was nominally head of the com- 
mission, Gallatin was really the member to whose 
authority the others bowed, even though by the 
later date of his appointment he was at the bottom 
of the list. Besides the advantages of great and 
recognized ability, and a temper not easily ruffled, 
he represented in a peculiar way the views of the 
president with whom he had been intimately asso- 
ciated for more than a dozen years as a member of 
the cabinet. It is not too much to say that the 
commission would have probably broken up from 
its own disagreements had not Gallatin’s singular 
tact, patience, and good-nature been used in his 
noble fashion." 

Henry Clay, ten years the junior of Adams, was 
quite the opposite in every quality save patriotism 
and native ability. He was no Puritan in mental, 
moral, or physical habits; he was high-spirited, im- 
pulsive, impatient of opposition, and gifted with great 
social charms. In the commission he proved the 
most difficult to control, especially in dealing with 
questions affecting the west or the honor of the 
nation, such as the fisheries or the navigation of the 
Mississippi, on which he and Adams were tenacious- 
ly opposed. James A. Bayard, a moderate, or half- 
Republican Federalist, was a judicious, high-minded 
gentleman. The fifth member was Jonathan Rus- 
sell, a well-educated Rhode Island merchant of or- 
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dinary ability, who had served in minor diplomatic 
posts. 

Each side began by insisting absolutely on certain 
demands. The English instructions authorized the 
discussion of the right of impressment and allegiance; 
made the admission of the Indians to a part in the 
general pacification a sine qua non; and included 
the revision of the Canadian boundary and the gen- 
eral subject of shore fishing rights. To this the 
Americans replied that they had no instructions re- 
garding Indians and fisheries, since these subjects 
had never been in dispute, but that they had very 
explicit instructions regarding impressments, allegi-. 
ance, Canadian boundaries, blockade, and indemnity 
to private citizens.? 

The Indian question, therefore, came near produc- 
ing a complete rupture of the negotiations—perhaps 
the real purpose of the proposal; for the Americans 
declined even to consider the creation of an Indian 
buffer-state out of the soil and sovereignty of the 
United States. At this juncture the British com- 
missioners asked for a suspension of the meetings 
so that they might refer the matter to the home gov- 
ernment. After ten days of delay came new and 
astonishing instructions, fresh from the hand of 
Castlereagh, then on his way to the Congress at 
Vienna to assist in determining the destinies of 
Europe. In place of the previous instructions on the 
Indian question was a proposition for the establish- 
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ment of a permanent barrier between the western 
settlements of the United States and the possessions 
of Great Britain. This was really an offset to the 
effort of the United States to conquer Canada; and 
to Mr. Gallatin’s inquiry as to what was proposed 
to be done with the hundred thousand citizens of 
the United States in Michigan, Illinois, and part 
of Ohio, Dr. Adams said “that undoubtedly they 
must shift for themselves.”’ In addition a new 
boundary between Canada and the United States 
was to leave clear communication between Quebec 
and Halifax; a new line was to be drawn from Lake 
Superior to the Mississippi River with the right of 
navigating that river. With it was coupled the dis- 
mantling of Fort Niagara and Sackett’s Harbor, and 
an agreement that no ships of war of the United 
States should be permitted on the Great Lakes.! 
These demands were presented in writing at the re- 
quest of Mr. Adams, who draughted the reply which 
was worked over by the whole commission “sifting, 
erasing, patching, and amending,”’ till no more than 
one-fifth of Adams’s original memorandum was left. 
The result was an admirably fine, strong, forceful, 
dignified paper, in which the commissioners declared 
it was useless to refer the British proposals to the 
United States government. They refused again to 
consider the question of Indian boundaries sub- 
mitted by the British commission, and, believing that 
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negotiations were at an end, they prepared to leave 
Ghent. Adams planned to go back to St. Peters- 
burg; Russell would set out for his new post at 
Stockholm; Clay for Paris; Gallatin and Bayard 
would return to the United States. A messenger 
from the commissioners bearing despatches to the 
United States announcing the failure of the mission 
sailed from the Texel, August 31.! 

The news of the British demands reached Amer- 
ica in early October, while the air was ringing 
with the shouts of rejoicing over the victories of 
Macdonough, Gaines, and Brown. By vote of the 
House of Representatives ten thousand copies of the 
correspondence were printed and spread over the 
country. When Castlereagh at Paris learned of 
the American reply to the British demand, he read 
clearly the meaning of the Americans. He ordered 
his commissioners to await instructions from Lon- 
don, informing them that they had greatly misun- 
derstood the policy of Great Britain, that certain 
matters were not sine qua non, but were set forth 
to prolong discussion.” The new instructions which 
arrived September 4 were distinctly concessional. 
They conceded that the Indian lands, Canadian 
boundary, and the occupation of the lakes had noth- 
ing to do with the maritime rights, to protect which 
the United States began the war; but the aggressive 
spirit of the United States evidenced in the en- 
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croachment upon Indian lands, the acquisition of 
Louisiana, the dismemberment of the province of 
Florida, and the declared purpose to conquer Cana- 
da obliged Great Britain to protect her own interests. 

In reality the ministry was trying to gain time in 
the hope that affairs in America would turn in Eng- 
land’s favor. The Americans firmly refused to dis- 
cuss the Indian question, to consider a provisional 
article, or to refer it to Washington. Another ref- 
erence to London brought instructions to drop the 
Indian territorial question and the control of the 
lakes, but to insist upon admitting the Indians to the 
peace treaty. This the American commission flat- 
ly refused, but offered as the only possible sub- 
stitute amnesty to all Indians who had taken arms 
against the United States. This concession, being 
referred to London, was accepted, another victory 
for the American commission. 

The next matter which came up for discussion 
related to the territorial status of certain portions 
of the border country which had changed hands 
during the war. The United States contended for 
the status quo ante bellum—a restoration of the terri- 
torial conditions preceding the war; while the British 
commission urged uti possidetisthe continuation of 
possession as it existed at the time of signing the 
treaty. Unfortunately for the latter contention it 
was presented for consideration on the day of the 
receipt of the news of the victory at Baltimore and 
on Lake Champlain, and of the retreat of Prevost’s 
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army. The United States commission promptly 
rejected the British proposal. 

Smarting under military defeat, the British min- 
istry was moved strongly to continue the war, even 
though the cost for the year would be ten milJ- 
ion pounds. The ministers, however, had to face 
several uncomfortable facts: negotiations at Vienna 
were not proceeding smoothly; the reports from 
America were unfavorable; the continuance of the 
war would prevent the reduction of taxation al- 
ready oppressively high, a reduction which the tax- 
payers of Great Britain had a right to expect after 
the defeat of Napoleon. Wellington was asked to go 
to America to assume command in order to bring 
about such victories as would enable England to end 
the war with honor. Wellington on his side gave the 
ministry very cold comfort; he would go to America 
if ordered, but it was useless to attempt a land cam- 
paign without control of the lakes, and that seemed 
remote. He furthermore stated that Great Britain 
was not justified in insisting upon the uti posst- 
detis. So the cabinet yielded, negotiations went on, 
and the British commissioners asked the Americans 
to submit a project of a treaty.' 

During the early summer of 1814 the question of 
impressments loomed up as an insuperable obstacle 
to peace. The original instructions of April, 1813, 
made the abandonment of impressments by Great 
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Britain a sine qua non for a treaty; failing to secure 
this, wrote Monroe, “all further negotiations will 
cease and you will return home without delay.”” By 
the new instructions of February, 1814, abandon- 
ment was made “important” but not “‘indispensa- 
ble’’; finally, when the commissioners were assured. 
that no treaty could be made if they insisted on 
a renunciation by Great Britain of the right to 
impress, and that as a matter of fact impressments 
must cease since the royal navy was to be reduced, 
they asked for new instructions. Under the date 
of July 27, 1814, Monroe yielded the whole matter 
by writing to the commission: “You may omit any 
stipulation on the subject of impressments, if found 
indispensably necessary to terminate it [the war].’’} 

Still, the formulation of an acceptable treaty in 
response to the request of the British, developed 
almost irreconcilable differences among the American 
commissioners. Those from the east were interested 
in the preservation of the right to fish off the coasts 
of British America. The west, whose sentiments were 
voiced by Clay, desired the nullification of the pres- 
ent right’ of Great Britain, based on the treaty of 
1783, to free navigation of the Mississippi. If the 
treaty of 1783 was of a nature to be terminated by 
the result of the breaking out of war between the 
parties, then the navigation of the Mississippi and the 
fishing privileges or rights, both had automatically 
ceased to be. If, on the other hand, the treaty of 
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1783 was of an extraordinary nature, not nullified by 
war, which was the contention of Adams, and prob- 
ably sound in international law, then the right to the 
fisheries was unimpaired, but the navigation of the 
Mississippi was still open to Great Britain. It was 
in the violent discussions which took place upon 
these questions that Gallatin was especially helpful 
in harmonizing the differences between Clay and 
Russell on the one hand and Adams and Bayard on 
the other. A humorous allusion, a witty thrust, or 
a keen sally more than once produced a laugh and 
saved the commission, 

The draught treaty as finally sent to the British 
commissioners, November 10, contained no stipu- 
lations either as to the Mississippi or to the fisher- 
ies. The British returned the document with many 
notes and modifications, including the addition of 
a specific provision conceding their right to navi- 
gate the Mississippi. Again protracted debates and 
sharp contentions between Clay and Adams required 
the services of Gallatin as peacemaker among peace- 
makers. But the anxiety of the British cabinet for 
peace steadily increased; the Americans refused to 
consent to a clause reserving for further negotiations 
all questions relating to the fisheries and the Missis- 

-sippi, since such a wording might have unwelcome 
implications; and the two commissions mutually 
agreed to omit all reference to both these questions. 
The treaty was thus reduced to lowest terms; each 
party consented to the elimination of all clauses on 
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the questions which had produced the war, and 
which at the beginning of the negotiations had been 
considered of vital importance.’ 

The treaty in this expurgated form, as signed 
December 24, 1814, provided for a cessation of 
hostilities, for the release of prisoners, for the ap- 
pointment of commissioners to settle the disputed 
boundary, for the restoration of all conquests, for the 
termination of Indian hostilities, and for steps look- 
ing towards the abolition of the slave-trade. Nota 
word about impressments, the right of search, block- 
ades, neutral rights or indemnities; no mention of 
neutral Indian territories, the control of the Great 
Lakes, the navigation of the Mississippi, or the 
fisheries. It was peace in its simplest form, but no 
more dishonorable to one than the other. It was, 
as Gallatin wrote to Monroe, ‘“‘as favorable as could 
be expected under existing circumstances, so far as 
they were known to us.’’’ 

The news of the signing of the treaty reached New 
York, February 11, 1815; the effect was immediately 
seen on every hand. Federalists and Republicans 
alike welcomed the treaty with satisfaction more or 
less tempered with regret. The Republicans were 
humiliated at its terms, which fell so far short of 
their party boasts when the war began, but they 
solaced themselves with the bare fact of peace. 
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Madison officially declared to Congress that the 
treaty terminated “with peculiar felicity a cam- 
paign signalized by the most brilliant successes,” 
and a war which had “been waged with a success 
which is the natural result of the wisdom of the 
Legislative Councils, of the patriotism of the people, 
of the public spirit of the Militia, and of the valor 
of the military and naval forces of the country.” 
Presidential euphemism could hardly go further, 
even in addressing Congress, The Republicans drew 
great lessons from the war and looked forward 
eagerly to the prosperity which would surely be 
realized with the coming of peace. The Federalists 
reluctantly admitted their gratification at the treaty 
—““bad as it is we hail it with delight.” The stock 
market in New York and Philadelphia reflected the 
satisfaction, for stocks rose ten and even eighteen 
per cent. during the week after the announcement of 
peace.! 

The treaty was submitted to the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 15, unanimously ratified, and by proclamation 
of the president on the 17th, it became the law of the 
land. “Perhaps at the moment the Americans 
were the chief losers; but they gained their greatest 
triumph in referring all their disputes to be settled 
by time, the final negotiator, whose decision they 
could safely trust.” ? 
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CHAPTER XI 


THE RESULTS OF THE WAR 
(1815) 


HEN measured by any standard of material or 

immediate advantage, the results of the War 
of 1812 were all negative. For two years and a half 
the United States had waged war upon land and 
upon sea, yet had not added a square mile of territory 
nor a ton to her commerce; she had not settled one 
dispute as to boundaries nor obtained definite recog- 
nition for a single right for which she had contended. 
On the other hand, the losses of men, money, and 
property were positive and distinct, while the de- 
rangement of the finances was not outgrown for 
some years. But however great the material losses, 
they were temporary and soon forgotten. The im- 
material or spiritual results upon the nation and 
national policy were not so immediately obvious, 
but in reality they were second only to those of the 


Revolution: the first war segregated the materials for 
an independent nation; the second gave them new 


form and effective unity. 

' The cost of the warin men, as wars go, was mod- 
erate. The population of the country was about 
eight and a quarter millions, yet the effectives in 
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the army never exceeded thirty thousand, and the 
number actually engaged in any one battle never 
reached four thousand. The number killed in battle 
was estimated to be about fifteen hundred, the total 
of killed and wounded in land battles not far from 
five thousand, and the grand total of losses, includ- 
ing prisoners, nine thousand seven hundred.* The 
most liberal estimate of the loss of men, in battle on 
sea and land, in camp, in hospital, and in prisons, 
places it at thirty thousand. In other words, the 
loss of men could not have exceeded two per cent. 
of the military population, a loss which seems al- 
most insignificant when compared with South Caro- 
lina’s sacrifice of twenty-five per cent. of her military 
population during the Civil War. 

In terms of money, the cost of the war was about 
two hundred million dollars, which cannot be con- 
sidered exceedingly burdensome. The issue of bonds 
and treasury notes had added over eighty millions 
to the previous debt, which thus rose to one hundred 
and twenty-seven millions, or about fifteen dollars 
a head for the population, as against about twenty 
dollars a head in 1791.7. Had the currency been in 
good order and taxation equalized, no one would 
have complained of the burden of the federal debt. 

The people felt the war most severely in the high 
prices of such commodities as groceries and iron, 
and in the low prices of the staple products like 
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wheat, flour, tobacco, and cotton, for which there 
was little or no market while the war lasted. The 
extent of these difficulties was illustrated by the 
sudden reversal of conditions after peace was pro- 
claimed, when the price of sugar was cut in two 
and the price of flour rose fifty per cent. The fig- 
ures of the export trade of the country told the same 
story: 1811, forty-five million dollars; 1813, twenty- 
five million dollars; 1814, seven million dollars. 
New England suffered least, because the British 
in the early stages of the war refrained from har- 
assing that section, and because the New-England- 
ers defied the laws of the United States by trading 
with the armies of the enemy on the Canadian 
frontier and in Maine, and by taking advantage of 
British permits for trading at sea. Yet Boston’s 
trade in foreign products, first imported, and then 
exported to Europe, fell from nearly six million 
dollars in 1811, to slightly more than three hundred 
thousand dollars in 1813. Virginia, on the other 
hand, suffered most from lack of market for her flour 
and for her tobacco, which, Jefferson declared, “is 
not worth the pipe it is smoked in.”” Coasting-trade 
was practically suspended and land transportation 
so difficult that flour, in August, 1813, was worth 
$4.50 a barrel in Richmond and $11.87 in Boston.’ 
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Considering the extent of the American seaboard 
and the lack of provision for defence, it is rather 
surprising that the United States escaped with so 
little damage to her coasts and cities. Washington 
was the only city of importance that suffered se- 
verely, while the shores of Chesapeake Bay and of 
Georgia, and the Niagara frontier, were the only 
regions plundered. The commercial and shipping 
interests were hardly in a different situation after 
the war began from that in which they had been for 
the greater part of the preceding five years. Their 
losses probably were no greater by capture in war 
than they had been by French sequestration and 
English prize courts. At the Boston docks in Sep- 
tember, 1813, two hundred and forty-nine sea-going 
vessels were lying idle, ninety-one being of the 
largest class. When the war was ended, one hun- 
dred and forty-four vessels sailed from Boston 
within a month, while the entries into Charleston, 
South Carolina, in three weeks of April, 1815, showed 
one hundred and fifty-eight vessels exclusive of 
coasters.. That the year 1815 did bring great re- 
lief to American commerce is undeniable, but it 
cannot safely be asserted that this relief was a 
result of the war, though Clay, in a fine frenzy, in 
1813, had said that the United States was “ fight- 
ing for FREE TRADE AND SAILORS’ RIGHTS.’ The 
rise of manufacturing as one of the results of the 
war on commerce between 1806 and 1812, and 
of the war of battalions and of vessels between 
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1812 and 1815, will be treated at length in another 

chapter.’ 
“/~ After the war and the peace of Ghent, rather than 
because of these events, the United States was in a 
new sense free to work out her destinies. By a 
stroke of good-fortune and a rare combination of 
circumstances in Europe and America, comparable 
with those which existed in 1783 and 1793, the » 
_ United States was free from entangling connections 
with England or France and from subserviency to 
their animosities. Save for the brief period between 
1789 and. 1793, she had known no such freedom 
before. Old things had passed away—questions of 
neutral rights, impressments, embargoes, orders in 
council, French decrees, Napoleonic treachery. The 
new world was to be a domestic world. Its ques- 
tions would be too big for the states to solve alone; 
national settlement and national action would be re- 
quired on such issues as the currency, banking, the 
tariff, internal improvements, public lands, the ex- 

tension of slavery, immigration, and the development 
\ of the west. 

All but unconsciously the nation at the close of the 
war heard and obeyed the call to face about. Hith- 
erto it had looked towards the sea; for years it had 
scanned the horizon anxiously, lest the coming ship 
should be unfriendly or the bearer of ill tidings 
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for merchant and statesman. Now its face was 
set towards the west and the frontier, of of which the 
illimitable possibilities were beginning to dawn upon 
the national consciousness, as they had been borne 
in upon Washington and Jefferson in the days of 
the fathers. The breezy exuberance and the high 
optimism of the first products of this western life had 
been felt with vague and uncertain forebodings by 
the leaders of the old school, when the “ war hawks”’ 
took it upon themselves in 1811 and 1812 to settle for 
the nation the long-threshed question of peace or war. 
Now that the war was over, the same energy and 
optimism were to be devoted freely for a generation 
to the new problems. Surely inland areas and in pol- 
itics there was to be a new earth if not a new heaven. 
In dealing with these new affairs, or old affairs on 
a vaster scale, the ideal and spirit of the nation were 
to be of vital importance. There was no body of \ 
traditions to guide, no solid backing of experience 
to which to appeal, no adequate conception of the 
magnificence of the future for which the foundations 
must be deeply laid. Experimentation, reorganiza- 
tion, readjustment, expansion—these were the es) 
esses by which the youthful fibre of the republic) 
was to be hardened for its ever-enlarging work in| 
the world. “We are great,’’ exclaimed Calhoun in\ 
1816, “and rapidly—I was about to say fearfully— \ 
growing. This is our pride and danger, our weak- J 
ness and our strength.’’? a 
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The consciousness of nationality which came out 
of the second war with Great Britain was the chief 
political result, the one most far-reaching in its ef- 
fects. Before the war the alignment of parties was 
determined quite as much by the sympathies of the 
voter with England or with France as by his attitude 
towards the Constitution or towards the rights of the . 
states. The British party (Jefferson’s Anglomen) 
and the French party (the Federalists’ Mobocrats), 
could not, of course, change all their stripes in a 
single five years; but common pride in the navy 
and its achievements, exultation in the peace which 
brought with it such immediate prosperity, and 
the fact that the Republicans of 1815 had ab- 
sorbed a good number of Federalist principles in 
their fourteen years of power, tended to soften, if not 
to obliterate, party lines. 

Up to the declaration of war, the United States 
was practically still in colonial relation to Europe, 
and was treated accordingly by Great Britain and 
France. The war in America and the closing of an 
era in Europe changed all this, and made steady 
progress in nationalism possible. The narrowness 
of the escape from exactly the opposite condition— 
the collapse of the national government in 1815— 
has not been given proper emphasis. The historian 
who begins to spin from the distaff of what might 
have been, may spin forever; but it seems clear that 
Madison’s administration, and with it the fate of the 
federal government, was in the balance in 1815. 


~. 
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Men waited anxiously for news from New Orleans, 
anticipating defeat for Jackson at the hands of the 
veterans from the Continental wars; they were pre- 
pared to learn from the next packet from Europe 
that negotiations at Ghent had failed ; the committee 
from the Hartford Convention, with its ominous sug- 
gestions, was already in Washington to treat with 
Congress and the administration. The shock of 
severe defeat at New Orleans, or complete rupture at 
Ghent, might have loosed even the slender ties hold- 
ing the administration together, and sent the frag- 
ments of the discredited government flying from the 
capitol just as the march of the British had dispersed 
the president and his cabinet in the preceding sum- 


mer. With victory favoring the United States at 


Ghent and at the mouth of the Mississippi, the 
Federalists might well believe that the stars in their 
courses fought for the Republicans; for it seemed 
that no degree of incapacity or imbecility in the 
government and no excess of incompetency in its 
generals could overbalance good fortune, the fortune 
of peace. ¢ 

The government and party thus saved had come 
into power by the “revolution of 1801,” strongly em- 
phasizing democratic principles, state rights, and 
strict construction of the Constitution; it emerged 
from the war in 1815 greatly changed, if not greatly 
chastened, by fourteen years of experience in ad- 
ministration, including three years of war. Every 
deviation from the strict principles of 1801 had been 
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in the direction of nationalism—the purchase of 
Louisiana, the embargo, the seizure of West Florida, 
and the imposition of a direct tax along with the 
revival of excises. Hamilton himself would have 
hesitated to take some of the steps which the Jef- 
fersonian Republicans took trippingly. It was this 
new, nationalized democracy, purged of most of its 
impractical theories, which found itself triumphant 
as the result of the war, and apparently endowed 
with a long lease of power. Nationalism and democ- 
racy were to grow together, both reinforced by the 
development of the west; by the aivemion of pment of the west, by the diversion of the 
attention of the east from commerce to manufactur- 


ing, and by the change from attachment to European 
interests to devotion to internal development. 

In several respects the two parties had exchanged 
places. The Federalists threatened secession in 
1811, because the party responsible for the Virginia 
and Kentucky resolutions of 1798 and 1799 was 
about to admit part of the Louisiana purchase as 
the state of Louisiana, without the consent of all the 
original states. Later on, the Hartford Convention 
seemed to make preparations for breaking up the 
Union. The extent to which Republicans had 
adopted Federalist positions is perhaps best illus- 
trated by the suggestions in Madison’s annual 
message of 1815; for none but a strong government 
with liberal endowment of powers could carry out 
his programme: liberal provisions for defence, an en- 
larged navy, protection to manufacturers, national 
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roads and canals, a national university, more military 
academies, and—very cautiously—a national bank.* 

Even before this message was prepared, Congress 
gave evidence of the conversion of the Republicans 
to better views regarding the army and navy. The 
ratification of the treaty of Ghent made it necessary 
to put the two services on a peace footing. Monroe, 
the secretary of war, recommended to the Senate 
committee on military affairs the establishment 
of an army of twenty thousand men, involving an 
annual expense of five million dollars. But this 
was too much for either House; after various votes 
for ten, six, and fifteen thousand men, ten thousand 
was agreed upon in conference, and in this form the 
bill became a law. Though no large provision was 
made for the future of the navy, the whole war 
establishment was maintained unreduced, and an 
appropriation of four million four hundred thousand 
dollars made for its support.? 

A little war upon the dey of Algiers might be 
called one of the results of the war against England. 
In almost the same breath by which Congress had 
voted to continue the whole war establishment of 
the navy, it authorized the use of that navy for 
punishing the dey for his depredations upon Amer- 
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Story, written in 1815, on the “glorious opportunity”’ before 
the Republicans; Richardson, Messages and Papers, 1., 562 et 
seq. 

2 Monroe, Writings, V., 321; U. S. Statutes at Large, III1., 222, 
223, 224. 
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ican commerce. In the annual tribute which the 
United States had paid for seventeen years to the 
piratical Algerine, he alleged there was a deficiency 
of twenty-seven thousand dollars, and, taking ad- 
vantage of the war with England, he captured 
American ships and enslaved American citizens. 
In accordance with the act of Congress, Captain 
Decatur sailed with ten vessels in May, 1815, to 
punish the dey and exact a new treaty. After 
destroying a forty-six-gun frigate and a smaller 
vessel, he sailed boldly into the harbor of Algiers, 
and finally extracted from the dey the renunciation 
of all tribute for the future, the release of all Amer- 
ican prisoners without ransom, and a guarantee 
that the commerce of the United States should 
never again be molested by the Algerians. “You 
told us,’’ one of the dey’s courtiers is reported as 
saying to the British consul, “that the American 
navy would be destroyed in stx months by you, and 
now they make war upon us with three of your own 
vessels which they have taken from you.” A visit 
to Tunis and Tripoli with the same grim purpose 
resulted in similar guarantees of safety to American 
commerce in the Mediterranean.’ 

Not the least of the results of the war was the 
prominence gained by three of the younger military 
commanders, each of whom, in consequence, eventu- 


1Am. State Paps., Foreign, IIl., 748; Ibid., Naval, 1., 396; 
Maclay, Hist. of the Navy, II., chap. i.; Waldo, Decatur (ed. of 
1822), 278. 
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ally was nominated for the presidency, and two of 
them elected. The American people, while essen- 
tially peace-loving and unmilitary by temperament, 
have shown a curious hero-worship of the successful 
military leader. The “availability”? of Jackson, 
Harrison, Taylor, and Grant for the presidency 
rested almost entitely upon their records as military 
commanders. Ever after 1815 Andrew Jackson was 
known as the “ Hero of New Orleans,” and in a few 
years he became a presidential possibility. William 
Henry Harrison was a man of good family, educa- 
tion, and political experience, but except as the vic- 
tor at Tippecanoe in 1811, and at the Thames in 
1813,-he would hardly have been a highly eligible 
candidate for the presidency at the age of sixty- 
seven. Winfield Scott entered the war as a young 
lieutenant -colonel, but at the close he bore the 
epaulets of a major-general and a gold medal voted 
by Congress; promotion and the opportunities of 
the Mexican War made him the logical Whig mil- 
itary candidate in 1852. Another presidential can- 
didate, a civilian, was John Quincy Adams, whose 
advancement came as a result of his part in the 
negotiations at Ghent —a fine ‘recognition of real 
merit, undiminished by any suggestion of personal 
or party “pull.” Madison transferred him from 
St. Petersburg to London at the close of the war, 
and from that post he was called to be secretary of 
state in 1817 and president in 1825. 

Social results of any particular event or series of 
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events, like those of a war, are not easy to disentangle 
or measure. Such results cannot be traced like a 
nerve-fibre from the brain to a particular organ. 
What changes might have appeared in American 
society, even had there been no war with England, 
simply as a result of the expansion of the country, 
the development of slavery, and the pacification of 
Europe, are matters for infinite speculation. This 
much, however, may be set down as an effect of 
the war: a new, almost intoxicating sense of self- 
respect on the part of the people and the governing 
powers in state and nation. The young men of 
1815, who had heard so much depreciation of Amer- 
ican character during the years of depression and 
subservience to France and England, gloried in the 
demonstration of the courage—and good fortune— 
of the nation; nor did even the Federalists analyze 
too carefully the validity of the grounds for this 
personal and national uplift. All were quite ready 
to forget those things which were behind, and press 
towards the realization of a new high calling. 

The effect of this fresh, free impulse, this fine 
sense of detachment and of opportunity, affected 
the literary and religious life of America almost as 
profoundly as it did the political and economic ideals 
and activities of the nation. It aided the “theolog- 
ical thaw’? which had already begun before 1815. 
The emotional side of the revolt from the hardness 
of the old orthodoxy found its expression in the at- 
tempts of Campbell in the west and of Hosea Ballou 
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in the east to reduce religion to a simpler and more 
inclusive matter, as over against the complex, 
severely logical exclusiveness of Calvinism and its 
modifications. The Unitarian movement in New 
England, centring about Harvard Unive:sity, had 
been spreading for a decade when the peace of Ghent 
was made. Its strong emphasis on the worth of 
man and the naturalness of his living a loving, 
sober, righteous, and godly life, according to the 
dictates of a mind carefully instructed in the com- 
prehensible things of the spirit and of doctrine, fell 
in with the new national sense of the political 
worth of the people of the nation. Even where 
these two movements did not cause organized 
changes in the churches, their influence was clearly 
felt, though the era of good feeling in the religious 
world was slow in succeeding the war of faction and 
doctrine.’ 

In literature the new life began to manifest itself 
in this second decade of the century, but it seems to 
be rather a part of the large movement in the English- 
speaking race than a merely local or national af- 
fair, for the international ferment of the American 
Revolution and of the French Revolution and the 
Napoleonic period had not exhausted its influence 
at the end of the generation of those who took part 
in these mighty events. Still it was perhaps due in 
no small degree to the conditions of the time, that, 
within a period of twelve years following 1810, there 

1 Adams, United States, IX., chap. viii. 
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were graduated from Harvard University alone a 
group of men whose achievements, each in his own 
field of activity, were to be great: Edward Everett, 
Henry Ware, William H. Prescott, John G. Palfrey, 
George Bancroft, Caleb Cushing, and Ralph Waldo 
Emerson.’ Bryant was beginning his literary career 
with the striking “ Lines to a Waterfowl”’ and “ Than- 
atopsis.”’ Irving published his uniquely fresh History 
of New York, by Diedrich Knickerbocker,in 1809. The 
North American Review began its long and honor- 
able career in 1815. The rise of a group of political 
and occasional orators of great power and of brilliant 
diction must not be forgotten in any estimate of the 
intellectual and social characteristics of the period 
after 1811; their efforts were as distinctly literary and 
stimulating as were the efforts of Ware or Irving. 
Clay, Calhoun, Webster, and Everett found their 
original inspiration in the national idea, and with one 
exception maintained it with cumulative power and 
grace. 
1 Harvard Quinquennial Catalogue (1905), 154-165. 


CHAPTER XII 


PARTY DIVISIONS AND PERSONALITIES 
(1815-1810) 


EFORE going on to trace the direct political 

and diplomatic effects of the new national 
Spirit, something should be said of the parties and 
the men who led the new movement. The political 
re-arrangement which was so much facilitated by the 
disappearance of old questions after the close of the 
war, reached a sort of climax in the election of 1816. 
Rufus King, the Federalist candidate, was senator 
from New York and quite the last of the great 
Federalists still in active service—representative of 
the conservative rather than the aggressive wing of 
his party. For the regular Republican nomination 
there was a lively contest between Monroe, who 
represented the Virginia dynasty, and Crawford, 
representative of the young Republicans. In the 
Congressional caucus of 119 (including proxies) out 
of 141 Republican members then in Washington, 
Monroe received 65 votes against 54 for Crawford. 
Monroe was beyond question the choice of the ad- 
ministration, and probably had been accepted by 
Madison as his political legatee when Monroe entered 
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the cabinet in 1811. In the election, the Federalists, 
already reduced to an innocuous minority, succeeded 
in securing only 34 votes in the electoral college, 
against 183 for Monroe. King carried but three 
states, even New York going for Monroe, whose 
election was without doubt in accordance with 
popular desire.! 

Monroe had many qualities which fitted him for 
the presidency, especially ina time of transition from 
old conditions to new, when steadiness rather than 
brilliancy and ambitious initiative was a quality 
much needed. He was a man of great personal 
dignity, of unquestionable integrity and devotion to 
public service, and of wide, if not highly successful, 
legislative, diplomatic, and administrative expe- 
rience. Most important of all, for the occasion, 
he was not closely associated with the factional 
quarrels of the Republicans. Though he was a man 
of such cautious, painstaking judgment and con- 
ciliatory disposition as to command public confi- 
dence and respect, he was far behind the rank of great 
statesmen; while the severer of his critics put him 
down as a third-rate man, neither capable nor 
judicious. Even in those labors where his oppor- 
tunities were largest, he certainly fell short of real 
achievement: with Livingston he shared in making 
the Louisiana treaty, but his course in France under 
Washington, and in England under Jefferson, was 


1 Niles’ Register, X., 59, XI1., 409; Stanwood, Hist. of the Prest- 
dency, chap. ix, 
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disavowed by his superiors. With the ripeness and 
solidity of experience and later years, the quality 
which Calhoun described as Monroe’s “wonderful 
intellectual patience’’ came out strongly in his deal- 
ings with the members of his cabinet, with Jackson, 
and with Clay.* 

The first place in the new cabinet was given to 
John Quincy Adams, the most experienced and able 
of the American diplomats of his time, with the 
possible exception of Gallatin; and although his ap- 
pointment was probably made on political grounds, 
his services during Monroe’s first administration 
more than justified his selection. Monroe knew per- 
fectly well the sharp criticism which had been passed 
upon the Virginia dynasty because of its tendency to 
become a close corporation. Regarding this selec- 
tion of a secretary of state, he wrote to Jefferson: 
“T am inclined to believe that if I nominate anyone 
from this quarter [south and west]... I should 
embody against the approaching administration, 
principally to defeat the suspected arrangement for 
the succession, the whole of the country north of 
the Delaware immediately, and the rest [north] of 
the Potomac would be likely to follow it. My wish 
is to prevent such a combination. .. . With this view 
I have thought it advisable to select a person for the 
Department of State, from the Eastern States.’’? 

As secretary of the treasury, Monroe continued 


1 Calhoun’s letter of 1831, in Monroe MSS., quoted by Schou- 
ler, United States, III., 204. ? Monroe, Writings, VI., 3. 
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William H. Crawford, of Georgia, who had been his 
chief rival for the nomination as president, a man of 
great energy and unusual ability, but somewhat 
lacking in the highest sense of loyalty and honor 
among his colleagues. Gallatin described him as 
one “who united to a powerful mind a most correct 
judgment and inflexible integrity,—which last qual- 
ity, not sufficiently tempered by indulgence and civil- 
ity, has prevented his acquiring general popularity,” 
and, he might have added, also prevented his reach- 
ing the presidency.’ 

The first offer of the war department was to Clay, 
who refused it with some show of temper because 
Adams had been preferred to him for the more con- 
spicuous and honorable place of secretary of state; 
thus Clay followed the example of Monroe himself, 
who had refused to accept office under Madison in 
1809, save as secretary of state. Crawford wrote to 
Gallatin: “It is understood that he [Clay] objects 
to entering the Cabinet in what he considers sub- 
ordinate rank. . . . How the conflict between his 
ambition and his dread of retirement will terminate 
remains to be seen. I think there are but few men 
who have less relish for retirement than Mr. Clay.’’? 
Ex-governor Isaac Shelby, of Kentucky, was then 
nominated and confirmed as secretary of war, but 
declined on account of age. Calhoun was thereupon 
offered that department, and accepted. William Wirt 


1 Gallatin to Badollet, July 29, 1824, Adams, Gallatin, 598. 
+ Gallatin, Wretings, I1., 36, 
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became attorney-general, succeeding Richard Rush, 
who was sent as Adams’s successor as minister to 
England. 

Since Clay could not enter the cabinet, he sought 
and found in the speakership of the House an oppor- 
tunity of power and influence superior to that of any 
cabinet office, and he remained there, a thorn in the 
side of Monroe to the end of that president’s term.? 
His speakership was a guarantee against the return 
of old-line methods, even if the fifteenth Congress, 
elected in 1816, had not shown such a large propor- 
tion of new men. Time and rotation in office had 
eliminated many of the older leaders, and only 
thirty-three members of the new Congress had en- 
joyed so much as ten years of congressional ex- 
perience. The execution of the new measures al- 
ready enacted—the national bank, the resumption 
of specie payments, the protective tariff, and ap- 
propriations for internal improvements — were all 
sure of sympathetic reinforcement. 

Monroe certainly cherished the honorable ambi- 
tion of Jefferson so to carry on his administration as 
to reduce party antagonisms to a minimum. The 
circumstances and conditions of 1817 were infinitely 
more favorable for the realization of this ambition 
than they had been when Jefferson spoke the memo- 
rable words of his first inaugural? So far as the 
great parties were concerned, the first administra- 


1 Follett, Speaker of the House, §§ 45, 46. 
? Richardson, Messages and Papers, I., 321. 
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tion of Monroe was apparently an “era of good feel- 
ing,’ though underneath this superficial unanim- 
ity and agreement there lay smoldering the fires 
of bitter personal animosity which within twenty 
years would flame up to scorch the reputation of 
more than one man of the group of presidential 
aspirants. 

To promote the tendency to good feeling, and to 
harmonize the already mollified Federalists and 
Republicans of New England and the Middle States, 
Monroe undertook a long tour to the east during the 
summer of 1817. The ostensible purpose was “to 
inspect the national defences,’’ but the incidents of 
the long journey, and the tone of the speeches, would 
make it fair to call it a tour to forget political of- 
fences. He was everywhere received with unusual 
cordiality and respect, and mutual observation and 
contact profited both the president and the New- 
Englanders. “I have seen enough to satisfy me,” 
wrote Monroe to Jefferson in July, “that the great 
mass of our fellow-citizens in the eastern states are 
as firmly attached to the Union and to Republican 
government as I have always believed or could 
desire them to be.”’” Crawford’s view of the eastern 
tour — somewhat tinged, of course, by his secret 
jealousy of Monroe—was expressed in a letter to 

“Gallatin in October: “The President’s tour through 
the Hast has produced something like a political 


1 Narrative of a Tour of Observation. 
2 Monroe, Writings, VI., 27. 
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jubilee. They were in the land of steady habits, 
at least for the time, ‘all Federalists, all Repub- 
licans.’ If the bondmen and bondwomen were not 
set free, and individual debts released, a general 
absolution of political sins seems to have been 
mutually agreed upon. ... The carping, the malev- 
olent men in the Ancient Dominion are ready to 
denounce him for his apparent acquiescence in the 
seeming man-worship with which he was venerated 
by the wise men of the East. Seriously, I think the 
President has lost as much as he has gained by this 
tour, at least in popularity.” * 

Some of the characteristics of John Quincy Adams 
have already been described. He was without any 
considerable personal following, for his qualities were 
not those to attract individual men—“a virtuous 
man, whose temper . . . is not the best,’’ wrote 
Gallatin.” By dint of his fiery devotion to public 
service, in high conscientiousness in all that per- 
tained to the work of his office, and in capacity for 
keen, incisive statement of principles and purposes, 
Adams was superior to any other man in the public 
service during Monroe’s administration. The suc- 
cessful negotiations with Spain and with England, 
and the resistance which he established to the en- 
croachments of European powers in America, ad- 
mirably illustrated these qualities, and commanded 
for him sufficient support to make him the successor 
of Monroe, in spite of a certain personal severity of 


1 Gallatin, Writings, IL., 55. ? Adams, Gallatin, 599. 
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manner, and a tendency to carry things with a high 
hand. 

The character of Henry Clay offers many striking 
contrasts to that of Monroe or Adams. What the 
latter lacked in popular qualities and good-fellow- 
ship, in the power to attract men and hold them, 
Clay possessed in a degree rarely equalled in Amer- 
ican politics. Frank, suave, courteous, emotional, 
rarely thinking out his conclusions with clear logic 
unmixed with passion, he received the confidence 
and support of men. Nor did they tax him with 
gross inconsistency when he honestly and complete- 
ly changed his mind, as he did on the question of 
the bank. This facile adaptability, combined with 
his ready mastery in debate, his dash, and telling 
vigor of style, were no mean factors in his political 
success. His best work was not done, like Adams’s, 
in the quiet of his study or in the sharp contests of 
logical arguments; it was done rather in the public 
gaze, with the inspiration of an audience, but always 
under the impulse of genuine patriotism. His long 
success was undoubtedly due to a rare balance of 
admirable qualities. While other men might great- 
ly excel him in any one of them—in solid learning, 
in logical power, in shrewd political judgment, in 
purity and loftiness of eloquence, the harmonious 
union of such faculties combined with subtle per- 
sonal magnetism made Clay a power of the first 
class, to be reckoned with in all matters political, for 
four decades from 1811, His chief defect was in a 
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certain dictatorial assurance which on occasions be- 
came ae towards ee who ventured to 
oppose his views.” 

Clay was precisely the man around whom might 
crystallize those liberal elements of the Republican 
party which were held in solution during the era of 
good feeling. The work of organizing the material 
out of which the Whig party would later be formed 
was already going on under his deft hands during 
Monroe’s first administration. Theardent advocacy 
of the bank and the tariff, the preaching of the gos- 
pel of western expansion and internal improvements 
at federal expense, the recognition of the revolted 
Spanish American republics, which seemed to be fol- 
lowing in the footsteps of the northern republic— 
these were matters into which Clay threw himself 
heart and soul. In a word, whatever tended to 
magnify the importance of the nation and to increase 
its prestige was sure to receive the enthusiastic sup- 
port of the versatile speaker of the House, who rep- 
resented not merely the aggressive, optimistic spirit 
of Kentucky and the west, but also the positive, ex- 
uberant nationalism of the new generation. 

The sons of the Federalists in New England failed 
in many cases to follow in the footsteps of their 
fathers. The defection of such men as John Quincy 
Adams was typical of the movement which pro- 
duced the amalgamation of the parties. Daniel 
Webster, who had entered the political arena as a 


1Cf. Turner, New West (Am. Nation, XIV.), chap. vii. 
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Federalist of the younger generation, gradually went 
over to the national wing of the Republican party, 
though it was with much difficulty that he made 
the readjustment. He opposed war against Great 
Britain, as became an orthodox Federalist, but if 
there was to be war he favored a naval war. He 
proposed a bank scheme of his own in 1814, but 
voted against the bill of 1816; he opposed the pro- 
tective duties of 1816, in the expectation that New 
England capital would return to commerce; but later 
became a stanch supporter of the Whig platform of 
protection. In 1816 he removed to Massachusetts, 
withdrew from politics in a large degree, devoting 
himself to his law practice, so that for some years his 
political influence was comparatively slight. 

His commanding abilities as an orator and leader 
were already recognized by men like Monroe, who 
were convinced that it must be under young men 
that New England would be brought into harmony 
with the rest of the nation. Webster’s superb in- 
tellectual endowments were really ripening and ac- 
cumulating power during this period of temporary 
retirement from public life; and when the new na- 
tional spirit just coming to consciousness under 
Monroe should need a defender of giant stature, 
Webster would be ready to take up the réle.* 

The figure of Calhoun in the decade under dis- 
cussion is one of peculiar attractiveness, if not one 
of greatest influence. A young southerner of good 

1 Webster, Writings (National ed.), VI., 3, 181. 
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family, fine endowments, and fine education, he 
was an ardent nationalist, working for, arguing for, 
and dreaming of a great and powerful United States 
safely bound together for its work in the world. 
He was ambitious, but he could afford to wait for his 
promotion; he could serve diligently in the cabinet, 
without intrigue and without scrambling in unseem- 
ly fashion for the succession, as did Crawford, whose 
cordial dislike he reciprocated. Through all the 
quiet energy of his work and the luminous diction 
of his speeches runs a strain of passion and chival- 
rous sentiment. More nearly than any one else of 
this time did Calhoun fulfil the prophetic function 
for the south, showing forth its best spirit and noblest 
impulses, as yet unwarped and uncorroded by sla- 
very. To be sure, De Witt Clinton of New York, 
with an acrid censoriousness reserved for those who 
opposed him, privately called Calhoun “treacher- 


” 


ous’? and “a thorough - paced political blackleg ”’; 
and Gallatin ten years later wrote him down “a 
smart young man, one of the first among second- 
rate men, but of lax political principles and a dis- 
ordinate ambition.” ' But after four years and 
more of intimate association with him in the cabi- 
net, John Quincy Adams, who differed from him as 


widely as Massachusetts differed from South Caro- 


1 John Bigelow, ‘‘De Witt Clinton as a Politician,’’ Harper’s 
Monthly, L., 417, notes that Clinton called Adams a political 
“apostate ... and everything but amiable and honest,’’ and the 
son of a ‘‘scamp’’; cf. Adams, Gallatin, 599. 
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lina, wrote of Calhoun in his Diary in 1821: ‘““A man 
of fair and candid mind, of honorable principles, of 
clear and quick understanding, of cool self-posses- 
sion, of enlarged philosophical views, and of ardent 
patriotism.”’! With the changes which came over 
Calhoun after 1825, changes which struck to the 
bottom of his thinking and acting, giving him mar- 
vellous strength and ruinous weakness, this volume 
has nothing to do; but recognition cannot be with- 
held from his great enthusiasm and progressiveness 
as a young Republican, nor from his industry and 
skill in the war department in promoting national 
sentiment and strength.’ 

The last of the group of men whose personalities 
were to shape the destinies of the parties and of the 
nation during the thirty years after the war of 1812, 
was Andrew Jackson. In 1812, at the age of forty- 
five, he was apparently without political ambition, 
though he was locally prominent. He had served 
on the bench of Tennessee, in the United States 
Senate, and as major-general of militia, but at the 
opening of hostilities he was in no official position, 
a simple farmer-lawyer. What he lacked in educa- 
tion he made up in intensity. The strength and 
loyalty of his friendship was equalled only by the 
implacableness and intolerance of his enmity. As 
with most men bred on the frontier, breadth, the 


1J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, V., 361. 
>See Turner, New West, chap. xi; MacDonald, Facksontan 
Democracy, chaps. v., vi., ix. (Am. Nation, XIV., XV.). 
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discipline of self-restraint, and fine powers of dis- 
crimination were not his strong qualities. Meta- 
morphic heat had not produced marble in his char- 
acter; he never became other than limestone, rough, 
strong, and useful. His opportunity for promotion 
in public favor must come when the nation was 
psychologically ready to appreciate and liberally 
reward virility, courage, self-assurance, and down- 
rightness. In the terse sentence of Professor Sum- 
ner: “The outbreak of the second war with England 
afforded him an arena in which his faults became 
virtues.”’ } 

At the time when these strong personalities were 
striving with political principles to determine the 
alignment of parties, a new issue of an entirely dif- 
ferent sort asserted itself. Twenty-five years ear- 
lier, the invention of a Connecticut Yankee school- 
master had begun the transformation of slavery in 
the United States from a patriarchal institution to a 
social and economic system.’ Where the institution 
had pressed its leisurely way, as a convenience more 
or less profitable, the system was to thrust itself 
aggressively and intolerantly, urged on by greed and 
sensitive pride of race and possession. As it ex- 
panded geographically, as its economic importance 
increased in domestic and international relations, 

‘Sumner, Fackson, 25; cf. Turner, New West, chap. xv., 


and MacDonald, fFacksonian Democracy, chap. ii. (Am. Nation, 
SOLVE.) 


» Bassett, Federalist System, chap. xii.; Channing, Feffersonian 
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just so its subtle influence on politics widened and 
deepened, until it seemed to dominate and dictate 
the political field. Personalities counted for less 
and less as the new issues became more clearly 
defined—the tariff, the bank, slavery. Not again 
until the twentieth century would conditions be so 
favorable for the influence of personalities as apart 
from the principles of parties as they were in the 
decade after the new birth of the nation in 181s. 

The first parties under the Constitution were 
determined by human nature and by different ideas 
of the Constitution, and only slightly by geo- 
graphical considerations; the second alignment 
showed less of personality and more of industrial 
difference, with sectionalism playing no small part 
when the commercial north strove with the agri- 
cultural south; the third differentiation was, in 
final analysis, essentially based on sectionalism, the 
slave-holding, agricultural south against the free, 
manufacturing, trading, and agricultural north and 
west. The nation, by 1819, had come to conscious- 
ness of itself, with a youthful pride in its growth and 
achievements and a sturdy, if somewhat belligerent, 
faith in its future. It could not, however, put away 
its black heritage of slavery, even if it wanted to 
do so, and until it should really desire emancipation 
from that burden the pride of section and the strife 
for sectional advantage would wage political war 
against nationalism, 


CHAPTER XIII 


WAR FINANCE AND THE SECOND BANK 
(1816) 


HE politicai theories of the Republicans, ac- 

cording to which the powers of the federal gov- 
ernment were to be kept at a minimum, broke down 
when applied to finance and banking. Gallatin 
alone, from the accession of Jefferson to the end of 
the régime of Andrew Jackson in 1841, showed real 
financial genius. But Gallatin had, for the great- 
er part of the time, the immense advantage of an 
expanding country, an increasing trade, and a 
fairly stable currency. The refusal of Congress to 
recharter the Bank of the United States in 1811, 
the epidemic of careless banking, the outbreak of 
war, the withdrawal of Gallatin from the treasury, 
the dull, unseeing incompetency of William Jones 
and George W. Campbell, who in turn succeeded him, 
united to produce a condition at the beginning of 
1815 which was very tersely described by the new 
secretary of the treasury, A. J. Dallas: ‘“‘ The monied 
transactions of private life are at a stand, and the 
fiscal operations of the government labor with ex- 
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treme inconvenience. It is impossible that such a 
state of things should long be endured.” ! 

The condition of the currency was perhaps the 
most serious evil. Bad enough before the war, 
when hostilities began the result was direst con- 
fusion and irregularity. The Bank of the United 
States, up to 1811, exercised a powerful steadying 
influence over the currency of the nation; its bills 
were good the country over; its prompt transmission 
of money from one part of the United States to 
another equalized the pressure put upon the cur- 
rency; and its facilitation of government business 
was a great, if little appreciated, benefit to all sec- 
tions and all large business enterprises. 

It was good Republican logic that if the profits 
of the bank were so large as to enable it to offer a 
magnificent bonus for recharter, stich benefits ought 
to be distributed rather than centralized in one 
national institution which might be used for political 
purposes. Banking in general had come to be looked 
upon as immensely profitable, and this accounts in 
no small measure for the rapid increase of local banks 
from eighty-eight in 1811, to two hundred and eight 
in 1813. Pennsylvania is a good illustration of the 
working of the craze for banks and paper money. 
In March, 1813, Governor Snyder vetoed a bill cre- 
ating twenty-five banks, with a capital of nine million 
five hundred and twenty-five thousand dollars, de- 
claring that there were banks enough already for all 
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the business of the state." At the next session an- 
other bill for forty-two banks was passed over the 
governor’s veto, and thirty-seven of the banks went 
into operation in 1814. In this way did Pennsyl- 
vania make up for her virtue in resisting the offer 
of the Pennsylvania shareholders of the old bank 
to give the state a bonus of a half-million and a 
loan of another half-million for internal improve- 
ments, if the state would give them a new charter 
good for twenty years. Similarly, New York’s legis- 
lature passed, in 1812, acharter for a bank capitalized 
for six million dollars, after the governor had in vain 
prorogued the legislature for fifty-five days, to give 
the members time to come to their senses.2_ Even 
Massachusetts, temporarily Republican in 1812, 
chartered twenty new banks in eighteen towns. 
The shareholders in these new banks were individ- 
uals, companies, and even states themselves, asin the 
case of New Jersey and Kentucky. Nominally their 
notes, in denominations from one to five dollars, 
were redeemable in specie, but when the note issues 
were three times the capital of the bank, and the 
specie was steadily flowing into New England, the 
probability of redemption outside that section grew 
remote, and suspension of specie payment of the 
notes was inevitable. New England sold its manu- 
factures and imported goods to the south, whose 
foreign market was almost hermetically sealed by 
the war; but the four thousand four-horse teams 
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said to be engaged in the trade between the east and 
south or west about 1814 could not move a very 
great quantity of cotton and tobacco from the plan- 
tations to the northern markets. So Boston called 
upon New York for specie, New York upon Phila- 
delphia and Baltimore, and these cities in turn upon 
the south and west. In five years, from 1809 to 
1814, the store of specie in Massachusetts banks 
multiplied nearly ninefold, and it might almost be 
said that the difficulties of trade outside New Eng- 
land rose in about the same ratio.’ So great was the 
variety of local notes, and so uncertain their value, 
that Philadelphia banks refused to receive for de- 
posit the notes of the banks of the west and south, 
which were at a discount of seven per cent. in Phila- 
delphia; while the notes of the Boston banks were at 
nine and ten per cent. premium. New York notes 
in Boston were discounted as high as twenty per 
cent.” 

The final plunge into the stream of irresponsibility 
was taken when the news of the capture of Wash- 
ington and the dispersion of government officials 
reached the banking centres. By the end of 1814 
every bank from the Hudson to the St. Mary’s had 
suspended specie payments. The government was 
the chief sufferer by this suspension, for it had mill- 


1 Mass. Senate Docs., 1838, 38; Adams, United States, VIL., 
388. 
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ions of revenue deposited in the suspending banks, 
nearly all of it being in paper money, which it was 
useless to move even if there had been convenient 
means. Discharged soldiers, army contractors, and 
holders of the securities of the United States alike 
went unpaid. The treasury was temporarily bank- 
rupt, and the secretary borrowed small sums in 
order to live from hand to mouth. By the suspen- 
sion of specie payments the government probably 
lost outright not less than five million dollars, not to 
mention indirect losses.’ 

It was in the midst of financial distresses such as 
these that the movement for a new national bank 
gained headway. Back of it was a man of Gallatin’s 
energy and wisdom. When Gallatin resigned the 
treasury portfolio, in 1814, Madison had desired to 
appoint A. J. Dallas, of Pennsylvania, to succeed 
him; but at that time the president dared not risk 
rejection of the nomination at the hands of Leib and 
Smith. The accumulation of financial distress fol- 
lowing the burning of the Capitol, and the fortunate 
resignation of the nerveless, unrespected Campbell, 
enabled Madison to put Dallas to the task of bring- 
ing some order out of the chaos in the treasury. 
He was almost the last man who would have been 
thought of for the place under ordinary circum- 
stances, for he was a most unrepublican Republican, 
aristocratic, dogmatic, unpopular with the leaders 
in his state, a firm friend of Gallatin, and never an 
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admirer of the Virginia school of statesmen; but, 
withal, he was a man of ability, convictions, and 
courage. Within a fortnight after he became secre- 
tary of the treasury he sent to the committee of 
ways and means a letter recommending a national 
bank with a capital of fifty million dollars, and the 
House, by the decisive vote of 93 to 54, on October 
28, 1814, resolved “that it is expedient to establish 
a national bank with branches in the several states,” 
and instructed the committee to bring in a bill for 
such a bank." 

This bill was introduced November 7, but con- 
tained an objectionable provision authorizing the 
president of the United States to suspend specie 
payments by the bank in his discretion. The 
wrangle over this provision ended in the rejection 
of the whole bill by a two-to-one vote of the House, 
and the Senate then took its turn at formulating a 
bank measure. Within a week it had passed and 
sent to the House a bill embodying substantially 
the recommendation of Dallas. The House passed 
it with certain amendments proposed by Daniel 
Webster, whose speech on the measure was one of 
his masterpieces.” Out of a long and tedious strug- 
gle between the two Houses over these amendments, 
the Representatives emerged victors, and the bill, as 
sent to the president, provided for a bank with a 
capital of thirty million dollars, of which the United 
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States might subscribe five million dollars in gov- 
ernment stock; the remainder, open to private sub- 
scription, must be paid one-sixth in coin, one-third 
in stock, one-half in treasury notes; and the bank 
could not loan to the United States more than five 
hundred thousand dollars, nor could it buy govern- 
ment indebtedness. No permission was given to 
suspend specie payments.’ 

Desperate as was the need of the government for 
relief, both Madison and Dallas disapproved of this 
bill, which furnished little or no aid in the disposition 
of the bonds of the United States, and was really 
intended to be a curb on the state banks. So the 
president sent to Congress a veto message, in which 
he set forth the objections of the administration to 
the measure. He began with an admission which 
showed how far he had advanced in Constitutional 
interpretation since 1791 and 1799, when he had 
cited the incorporation of the bank as an example 
of the usurping tendency of the federal government.” 
“Waiving the question of the constitutional author- 
ity of the Legislature to establish an incorporated 
bank, as being precluded in my judgment by repeat- 
ed recognitions, under varied circumstances, of the 
validity of such an institution in acts of the legisla- 
tive, executive, and judicial branches of the Gov- 
ernment, accompanied by indications, in different 
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modes, of a concurrence of the general will of the 
nation, the proposed bank does not appear to be 
calculated to answer the purposes of reviving the 
public credit, of providing a national medium of 
circulation, and of aiding the Treasury by facilitating 
the indispensable anticipations of the revenue and 
by affording to the public more durable loans.” In 
other words, the bank could not loan sufficient sums 
to the government to make it a worthy ally; it must 
maintain specie payments as an alternative of loss 
_ of its charter; and its provisions for subscriptions in 
government stock were not likely to make any im- 
provement in the quotations of such stock. The 
treasury was thus left hopeless, with its six-per- 
cents. worth only sixty cents on the dollar in gold, 
and its treasury notes, which were receivable for 
taxes, at seventy-five cents. Within a week peace 
was proclaimed, and with it better prospects for the 
embarrassed treasury, so that the chartering of a 
new bank went over to the next Congress. 

In his annual message of 1815, Madison suggested 
to Congress with characteristic indirection that “if 
the operation of the State banks cannot produce this 
result [the restoration of a uniform national cur- 
rency], the probable operation of a national bank 
will merit consideration.” ? His secretary of the 
treasury, Mr. Dallas, moved in a straight line to his 
object, in a letter of December 24 to Calhoun, the 
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chairman of the committee on the national currency.* 
He submitted an outline of a plan for a national 
bank, and supplemented it with an able exposition 
of the points relating to the capital, organization, 
duties, and operation of the bank. Not a word 
appears in either the message of the president or 
the letter of Dallas about constitutional objections, 
and in the debate Calhoun disposed of this stum- 
bling-block of the Jeffersonians by saying, almost 
contemptuously, that the discussion of the constitu- 
tional question was “useless consumption of time.’ 
Even Republican newspapers did not disdain to 
publish Hamilton’s argument in favor of the bank. 
To the Federalists of the school of John Adams and 
Pickering this must have seemed very like the devil 
quoting Scripture. Curiously enough, in the shift- 
ing of party positions the Federalists were now 
lined up in opposition to the new bank measure, 
headed by Daniel Webster, the leader of the younger 
school of Federalists. 

The bill introduced by Calhoun, January 8, 1816, 
followed closely the outline made by Dallas. It 
provided a capital of thirty-five million dollars, 
three and a half times that of the first bank; sub- 
scription of seven million dollars of this by the 
United States; individual subscriptions, payable in 
coin and the funded stock of the United States; 
and a bonus of one million five hundred thousand 
dollars to be paid by the bank to the government 

Am. State Paps., Finance, I1., 57. 
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in return for the charter privileges. Three men were 
especially prominent in the debates on the bill— 
Calhoun, Clay, and Webster—and the future course 
of these leaders lends particular interest to the atti- 
tude taken by them in this debate. Calhoun was © 
in charge of the bill, and argued at length to prove 
that it was the right and duty of Congress to regulate 
the currency, thus restoring specie payments; that 
the right to make money was not at that time exer- 
cised by the government as a matter of fact, but by 
the state banks, which numbered some two hundred 
and sixty, scattered over the Union, circulating pa- 
per money in irresponsible fashion to the amount 
of one hundred and seventy million dollars on the 
basis of not more than fifteen million dollars in 
their vaults. The only adequate remedy was a na- 
tional specie-paying bank such as the bill would 
provide.’ 

Clay took the same position. But Clay had a 
record to explain. He had voted against the re- 
chartering of the first bank in 1811, because, as he 
now descended from the speaker’s chair to explain, 
he had been instructed by his state to oppose the 
bank, because he had believed the bank to be med- 
dling in politics, and because he did not believe then 
that the power to grant the charter existed. Now, 
“the force of circumstances, and the lights of ex- 
perience’’ made it clear to him that the institution 
was indispensably necessary, and that Congress did 
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really have this “constructive power.” * ‘Surely the 
old order was changing, from the Republican presi- 
dent to the latest accession to the group of the lead- 
ers of the party. Even Samuel Smith, the leader 
of the old anti-Gallatin faction in the destruction 
of the first bank, pleaded for consideration for the 
state banks, without opposing the proposed national 
bank, and he finally voted for the bill. The state 
banks, during the war, so he averred, “had been the 
pillars of the nation, now they were the cater- 
pillars.” John Randolph, who, defeated by Jeffer- 
son’s son-in-law in 1813, had regained his old seat, 

flung a handful of indiscriminate invectives and in- 
sinuations, in his unique manner: “ Every man you 
meet in this House or out of it, with some rare 
exceptions . . . was either a stockholder, president, 

cashier, clerk, or doorkeeper, runner, engraver, 
papermaker, or mechanic in some way or other to a 
bank. ... A man might as well go to Constantinople 
to preach Christianity as to get up here and preach 
against banks.” Webster argued that there was no 
need for banks to regulate the currency, for the cur- 
rency of the United States was as good as any in the’ 
world—gold and silver. Let Congress forbid collectors 
of duties, taxes, and payments on land purchases to 
receive the notes of state banks, and the financial sit- 
uation would be speedily and sufficiently improved.® 
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Opposition was unavailing, though the combina- 
tion of Federalists and unreconstructed Republi- 
cans, 38 and 31 respectively, made a minority of 69 
against the majority vote of 80 by which the bill 
passed the House in March. The Senate concurred, 
and by Madison’s approval the bill became a law, 
April 10, 1816." 

In July the subscription-books were opened in 
twenty of the large towns and cities from Portland 
to New Orleans. When the period set for closing 
the books arrived, about twenty-five of the twenty- 
eight millions had been subscribed, and the balance 
was at once taken up by Stephen Girard, of Phila- 
delphia. The total number of shareholders was 
31,334. New England still refused to come to the 
rescue of the administration, even for a considera- 
tion, and her total subscription was only about four 
million dollars, while Philadelphia’s reached nearly 
nine millions and Georgia’s one million two hundred 
thousand. The bank opened its doors in January, 
1817, and within a year branches to the number of 
nineteen were established in the principal cities and 
large towns of the country.? 

The government of the bank was vested in a 
board of twenty-five directors, of whom the president 
of the United States named five; it was obliged to 
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transfer the public funds without commission, and 
from the government was to receive deposits of its 
funds, subject to the direction of the secretary of 
the treasury. The management of the bank during 
its first year was so bad that it barely escaped 
wreck. Its president, William Jones, lately acting 
secretary of the treasury, was almost criminally lax 
and inefficient. The provisions of the charter were 
violated in numerous instances: payments of coin 
on subscriptions were not insisted on; personal notes 
were taken for stock; the officers speculated in the 
stock of the bank and in the stock of other banks; 
discounts were made with half -paid-for stock as 
collateral; the relations with the local state banks 
were inconsiderate and often oppressive, especially 
through the attempt to regulate the issues of notes 
by the local banks. The liberal policy regarding 
loans in the west and south, and the consequent 
issue of notes in a region where stability of finances 
was not remarkable, increased rather than reduced 
the derangements of the currency which the bank 
was particularly designed to remedy. The cul- 
mination of two years of mismanagement was 
reached when the collapse of the Baltimore branch 
caused a loss of three million dollars. In January, 
1819, it was proposed in Congress to repeal the 
charter, but a reorganization of the management, 
by which Langdon Cheves was made president, saved 
the institution for the fulfilment of its proper mis- 
sion, though it never outgrew the prejudice and 
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suspicion which these first years generated. Un- 
der Cheves its loans and circulation were reduced 
promptly to a safe and business-like basis, though 
not without great difficulty.’ 

While the bank was the chief instrument designed 
to bring about the much-desired resumption of 
specie payments by the state banks, it was not the 
only means employed. In the same month in which 
the bank act was passed, Webster secured the pas- 
sage of a resolution ordering that all taxes should 
be collected in specie, or some medium equivalent 
to specie, after February 20, 1817.’ Dallas tried to 
hasten resumption by seeking the consent of the 
state banks in July, 1816, to a regulation by which 
collectors of revenues were to be directed to refuse 
to receive state-bank notes of five dollars and under 
after October 1, unless they were convertible into 
coin on demand; and to refuse likewise all notes of 
the banks which failed to redeem these small notes.* 
The banks did not take kindly to this suggestion, and 
countered it with another. They did not see how 
the resumption could be made before July, 1817, 
since it was improbable that the new national bank 
would be in operation before that date.* The ad- 
ministration was not to be defeated in this fashion; 
it would enforce the legal provision at the earliest 
possible date, and so informed the banks. In Jan-~ 
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uary, 1817, the bank was in operation, and the peo- 
ple were ready for resumption. Crawford, who had 
succeeded Dallas upon his voluntary retirement in 
October, notified the banks that in case they did 
not resume specie payment on the date set by Con- 
gress, February 20, he would direct the removal of 
government funds from the state banks to the 
branches of the Bank of the United States. This 
had the desired effect, and resumption took place in 
normal and uneventful fashion on the day set. The 
statesman-like plans of Dallas were thus realized. 
The bank was in operation, the currency was re- 
formed, if not perfected, and in place of a bankrupt 
treasury, which was his heritage, Dallas bequeathed 
to his successor a surplus of about twenty million 


dollars.’ 
1 Am. State Paps., Finance, III., 141. 


CHAPTER XIV 


2 aaa BF. 
(1815-1818) 


HE return of the nation to peace in 1815 was 

by no means a return to the thought or to the 
economic status of the period before the struggle. 
As a matter of fact, so far as commercial interests 
were concerned, war began with the embargo of 
1807; and for eight years the commerce of New 
England was compelled to resort to strategy and 
to violation of the law to maintain such relations 
abroad as would bring profit. But, even so, it was 
found necessary to divert large amounts of capital 
from old occupations to new. While this diversion 
was supposed to be temporary and more or less 
limited, a means to prevent loss of interest and per- 
haps of the capital itself, it was found in the end 
that such investments as were made could not in 
the nature of the case be promptly withdrawn, to 
put back the money into the old channels of trade 
and commerce. One reason was that the invest- 
ment had proved in a great many cases to be profit- 
able, so profitable, in fact, that Calhoun asserted in a 
speech in the House in April, 1816, “he had often 
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heard it said both in and out of Congress that this 
effect [of the war] alone would indemnify the coun- 
try for all its losses.”’ ? 

Economic conditions during the five years pre- 
ceding the war operated in a considerable degree to 
protect such manufactures as sprang up during that 
period. But added to this condition was the fact 
that the tariff laws enacted between 1789 and 1812 
were in reality protective. Twelve measures of this 
sort slightly increased the duties on a number of 
articles. In July, 1812, the existing permanent du- 
ties upon goods, wares, and merchandise from for- 
eign countries were doubled, and an additional ten 
per cent. put upon goods not imported in vessels of 
the United States; while an added tonnage duty of 
$1.50 per ton was put upon foreign vessels. These 
duties were to last during the war and for one year 
after peace. In 1813 a further imposition of duty 
on iron, wire, refined sugar, and salt operated to 
increase the existing protection. Under the stim- 
ulus of these acts and these conditions, the amount 
of capital invested reached, by 1816, probably a 
hundred million dollars. In cotton manufacturing 
alone, in 1816, the capital was estimated to be forty 
million dollars, employing one hundred thousand 
men, women, and children, with wages reaching 

? Stanwood, Tariff Controversies, 1., chap. v.; Calhoun, Works 
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fifteen millions yearly, and producing goods worth 
forty millions. The woollen manufactures absorbed 
capital amounting to twelve million dollars, em- 
ployed fifty thousand men, utilized wool worth 
seven millions, and produced a product valued at 
nineteen millions... The total product of manu- 
facturing in New England, so early as 1812, had 
risen to the very respectable figure of fifteen or 
twenty million dollars per year. Within a radius of | 
thirty miles from Providence, Rhode Island, ac- 
cording to a memorial to Congress in December, 1815, 
there were one hundred and forty manufacturers of 
cotton, while Connecticut almost monopolized the 
making of woollens.’ 

During the war these rising manufactures prac- 
tically monopolized the market for their products 
in America, since importation from Europe was at 
a stand-still, and they prospered accordingly. But 
peace and the revival of European competition 
spelled ruin for them, for, while these establishments 
were multiplying in America, the products of the 
old manufactories in England were accumulating in 
their warehouses. One of the first results of peace 
was the attempt on the part of the English to place 
this accumulated stock of goods on the market 
without much consideration of the original cost of 
the articles, sending them to America at a venture, 
and disposing of them at auction sales. “It was 
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well worth while,” said Lord Brougham, in Parlia- 
ment, in 1816, “to incur a loss upon the first ex- 
portation, in order, by a glut, to stifle in the cradle 
those rising manufactures in the United States which 
the war had forced into existence, contrary to the 
natural course of things. The enormous amount 
of, I believe, eighteen millions worth of goods was 
exported to North America in one year.” * 

The American manufacturer felt at once this com- 
petition, in spite of the high duty which the English 
goods had to pay on entering the American market. 
The New England capitalist, earlier in the game, 
might have welcomed these shipments, and would 
have been glad to relinquish to the Englishmen the 
whole manufacturing industry, provided the trade 
of the sea might again go freely in New England 
bottoms. The longer the development of manu- 
facturing went on in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
and Connecticut, the clearer it became that capital 
could not return to its old channel. Hence petitions 
for protection to the rising manufactures poured 
into Congress from the eastern and middle states, 
and the newspapers devoted much space to the dan- 
gers threatening the new industries.” So serious was 
the menace to these large and important interests 
that the administration and Congress felt compelled 
to take up in a large way the suggestion of protection 
for them. Not the least of the converts was Thomas 
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Jefferson, who had held firmly against manufactur- 
ing in the beginning of the government, believing 
that cities and manufacturing were alike essentially 
evil." One can scarcely believe that so complete a 
transformation in his views could take place as 
would enable him to write: “To be independent for 
the comforts of life, we must fabricate them our- 
selves. We must now place the manufacturer by 
the side of the agriculturalist. . . . Shall we make our 
own comforts, or go without them, at the will of a 
foreign nation? He, therefore, who is against do- 
mestic manufacture must be for reducing us either 
to dependence on that foreign nation, or to be 
clothed in skins and live like wild beasts in dens and 
caverns. I am not one of these.’ ” 

Madison’s annual message of 1815 voiced in similar 
language his change of views: “Manufacturing in- 
dustry .. . has made among us a progress and ex- 
hibited an efficiency which justify the belief that 
with a protection not more than is due the enter- 
prising citizens whose interests are now at stake, it 
will become at an early date not only safe against 
occasional competition from abroad, but a source 
of domestic wealth and even of external com- 
merce.” * | 

Secretary Dallas, of the treasury, in obedience toa 
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resolution of the House, presented, February 12, 
1816, an extensive and detailed report on the subject 
of a general tariff... In this report he frankly faced 
the new situation of the United States in regard to 
manufacturing: “From the peace of 1783 until the 
year 1808 the march of domestic manufactures was 
slow but steady. It has since been bold, rapid, and 
firm; until at the present period, considering the 
circumstances of time and pressure, it has reached 
a station of unexampled prosperity.’’ Dallas di- 
vided the manufactures of the country into three 
classes: first, those firmly and permanently es- 
tablished and able to supply almost entirely the 
domestic demand; second, those which, being re- 
cently established, do not supply the domestic de- 
mand, but which, under proper cultivation, are ca- 
pable of being matured to the whole extent of the 
demand; and, third, those so immaterial or so poorly 
cultivated that the demand of the country is still 
upon the foreign source for supply. In the second 
class he put cotton goods of the coarser kind, woollen 
goods, iron manufactures of the larger kinds, spirits, 
beer, and ale. It was upon goods of this second class 
that he urged the imposition of protecting duties for 
the promotion of their development and the hin- 
derance of foreign competition. 

A general bill which carried out the suggestions 
of Secretary Dallas was introduced March 12, 1816. 
This tariff can hardly be called a party measure, for 
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it received votes from every state except North 
Carolina. New York and Pennsylvania voted 36 to 
8 for high protection of cotton interests; while the 
states south of Pennsylvania voted 53 to 11 against 
the cotton schedule.’ Webster, who represented the 
commercial interests of New England, opposed the 
protective measure, even though the manufacturers 
of that section were to be its beneficiaries. Calhoun, 
on the other hand, was an ardent advocate of the 
measure, a position which, by the strangest of re- 
versals of opinion, he later controverted in his “ Ex- 
position” of 1828. He thus narrowed his views from 
national to local or state interests, retracing the 
steps by which Jefferson had advanced from 1789 
to 1816. In January, 1816, Calhoun said: “It is 
the duty of this country, as a means of defense, 
to encourage its domestic industry, more especially 
that part of it which provides the necessary ma- 
terials for clothing and defense.... England is in 
possession of the sea. . . . That control deprives us 
of the means of maintaining our army and navy 
cheaply clad... . A certain encouragement should 
be extended, at least, to our woolen and cotton 
manufacturers.’”’? Henry Clay, the speaker of the 
House, joined Calhoun in earnest advocacy of the 
protective system, consistently and enthusiastically 
maintaining his championship of what came to be 
known as the American System. His chief argu- 


1 Stanwood, Tariff Controversies, 1., 148. 
? Calhoun, Works (Crallé’s ed.), I1., 148. 
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ment was based on the need to put the country in a 
state of preparedness for war. 

The general tariff bill which, thus introduced and 
supported, finally became a law April 27, fell some- 
what short of the rates recommended by Dallas in 
his report. A duty of twenty-five per cent. on 
woollen and cotton goods was to continue until 
June 30, 1819, after which it was to be reduced to 
twenty per cent. The principle of minimum valu- 
ations was first applied to cottons by this act. 
Coarse cottons were especially important features of 
New England manufacturing, and for their particu- 
lar protection the act provided that all cotton goods 
whose original cost was really less than twenty-five 
cents per square yard should be deemed by this act 
to have cost that sum, and should pay accordingly a 
duty of six and a quarter cents a yard, whatever 
their cost or real value. A like minimum duty was 
put upon cotton yarns. The object was, of course, 
the exclusion of low-grade prints and East-Indian 
fabrics, whose competition with New England prod- 
ucts in the markets of the south would be a serious 
menace to all cotton manufacturers in the United 
States. At the time of the passage of the act, these 
coarse cotton goods were still worth about twenty- 
five cents; but with the fall of price of raw cotton 
and the use of the power-loom, the price of coarse 
cottons fell. The minimum duty, therefore, oper- 
ated to increase protection until importation of the 
coarse goods practically ceased. The act also im- 
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posed a duty of thirty per cent. on rolled or ham- 
mered iron, leather, hats, writing - paper, cabinet- 
ware, etc., and a specific duty of three cents a pound 
on sugar.* 

A comparison of the tariff rates established by 
this act, with those imposed under four of the pre- 
vious acts—1789, 1807, 1808, and 1812—-shows very 
plainly the deliberate application of the protective 
principle.” Nevertheless, it is probable that this act 
of 1816 was not so completely dominated by the 
protective idea as the later acts of 1828 and 1832. 
So large is the feature of revenue production that 
Professor Taussig insists that the act belongs really 
to the earlier series of incidentally protective acts, 
rather than to the highly protective measures be- 
ginning with 1824.* Proof of this position is to be 
found in the fact that this tariff act offset in a con- 
siderable measure the duty on woollen goods by a 
duty of fifteen per cent. on imported wool. 

The support of this protective measure in 1816 
on the part of Calhoun and certain southern men 
was due to the optimistic belief that the south would 
soon participate in industrial development along 
with New England. Only a few southern men, like 
Randolph, perceived, on the one hand, the impossi- 
bility of building up a manufacturing system on the 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, I1l., 310. Stanwood, Tariff Con- 
troverstes, I., 137-159. 

2 Dewey, Financial Hist. of the U. S., 163. 

5 Taussig, Tariff Htstory, 68. 
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basis of slave-labor, and, on the other, the probabil- 
ity that the imposition of duties upon the coarse 
woollen and cotton fabrics would add to the ex- 
pense of maintaining the slaves. “On whom bears 
the duty on coarse woollens, and linens, and blank- 
ets, upon salt and all the necessities of life?” 
Randolph asked, in January, 1816, and answered 
with equal directness, “On poor men and on slave- 
holders.*”* 

The effect of the tariff of 1816 disappointed most 
of its advocates who relied on its protective features. 
English goods continued to come in in spite of the 
tariff; and the revenues of the country increased by 
leaps and bounds as the results of these imports, 
from less than thirteen millions of dollars, in 1814, 
to forty-nine millions in 1816. The revenues from 
imports, which Dallas had estimated at thirteen 
millions for 1816, proved, when counted in the 
treasury, to be thirty-six millions. Just in propor- 
tion as the revenue increased did the manufacturing 
interests, particularly in New England, find them- 
selves depressed. The foreign goods glutted the 
markets and their sale drew great sums of money 
out of the country, embarrassing both manufactur- 
ers and financiers, for the balance of trade went 
strongly against the United States. While exports 
of domestic products rose from $6,700,000 in 1814 
to nearly $46,000,000 in 1815, and to $64,700,000 
in 1816, they were very far from keeping pace with 

1 Annals of Cong., 14 Cong., 1 Sess., 842. 
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the imports, which were $83,000,000 for 1815, and 
$155,000,000 in 1816.' 

For the manufacturer, adjustment to this new con- 
dition of affairs proved to be exceedingly difficult, 
and almost immediately after the passage of the 
act petitions were made to Congress for increase 
in the measure of protection. The iron producers 
were early and persistent advocates of increased 
duty. The English manufacturer of pig and rolled 
iron had the advantage of the use of coke in his in- 
dustry, while the producers of iron in Sweden and 
Russia had similar advantages in abundant forests 
and cheap labor. It was therefore deemed necessary 
by Congress, in response to this urgent appeal, to 
pass another tariff act in 1818 for the purpose of 
giving to the iron manufacturers similar protection 
to that given in 1816 to the cotton and woollen 
manufacturers. By this measure the duty on pig- 
iron was changed from twenty per cent. ad valorem 
to fifty cents per hundredweight; seventy-five cents 
per hundredweight was substituted for the rate of 
forty-five cents on hammered bar-iron, as fixed by 
the act of 1816. An increase was also made on the 
duties on nails, spikes, castings, and anchors.’ 

Here, then, were three great and growing indus- 
tries urging persistently their claims upon Congress 
for more and more care and protection. The “in- 


1 Am. State Paps., Finance, III., 15, 140, 141; Pitkin, Statestical 
View (ed. of 1835), 54, 265. 
2U. S. Statutes at Large, I11., 460, 800. 
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fant industries’’ created by the embargo and war 
periods, hampered by the severity of English com- 
petition in the years immediately succeeding the war, 
and protected in part by the acts of 1816 and 1818, 
were to be persistent applicants for ever-increasing 
favors at the hands of Congress. The political effect 
of this agitation reached its first great climax in 1828, 
when South Carolina, under the leadership of Cal- 
houn, openly rebelled against the logic of protection ; 
while in 1832 the open defiance of the United States’ 
authority on the part of South Carolina was clear 
evidence of the dangerous extent to which the pol- 
icy inaugurated in 1816 had been carried. 


CHAPTER XV 


WESTWARD MIGRATION AND INTERNAL 
IMPROVEMENTS 


(1815-1819) 


N the ten years immediately following the Rev- 

olution, thousands of men moved across the 
mountains and down the great valleys of the west- 
ward - flowing rivers and laid the foundations of 
the three commonwealths of Ohio, Kentucky, and 
Tennessee. Yet from 1802, when Ohio was ad- 
mitted, to the end of the War of 1812, not a single 
state had been carved out of the western territory. 
The interest of the eastern states and the middle 
states in that wild and vast region known as the 
west was much stimulated by the events of the war; 
it became a land of promise, and a second great 
movement of the people westward began within a 
year after the proclamation of peace. The rapid 
extinction of Indian titles, made possible by Harri- 
son’s success at Tippecanoe, and by the chastening 
influence of the defeats of the British and Indians 
in the war, opened up large tracts of fertile land in 


1See Bassett, Federalist System (Am. Nation, XI.), chaps. 
Belen eat, 
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Indiana and Illinois, and attracted thither thou- 
sands of immigrants from the east and from the Old 
World. The opportunities for labor in the region 
west of a line drawn from the eastern end of Lake 
Ontario to Mobile are continually remarked upon 
by travellers of this period, like Bradbury and 
Fearon, who went through the interior of the United 
States for the express purpose of spying out the 
country for British or Continental emigrants.’ 
Another feature of the problem was practically 
determined by the appearance of steam-vessels upon 
the waters of the westward-flowing rivers like the 
Ohio. When The Orleans steamed down the Ohio 
from Pittsburg in 1811, light began to dawn on old 
difficulties. In the course of ten years the number 
of steam - vessels increased; but even in 1825 flat- 
boats were still common, and the multiplication of 
steam-craft did little more than keep pace with the 
growth of new traffic.? Rapid reductions in freight- 
rates were brought about by these steam-vessels, 
which carried the produce of the farms down the 
river and brought back against the current merchan- 
dise from the warehouses and shops of New Orleans. 
Though the possibility of marketing the results of 
one’s labor on the prairies of the west induced many 
hardy men to undertake pioneer life, complaints of 


‘Bradbury, Travels (Thwaites’s ed.), 285; Fearon, Yourney 
through the Eastern and Western States (1817), 201, 210, 228; ex- 
tracts from travellers’ views in Hart, Am. Hist. told by Contem- 
poraries, III., chap. xxi. ? Hulbert, Waterways, ror, 140. 
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the withdrawal of laborers from employments in 
the east and in the middle states are not so nu- 
merous in 1816 or 1818 as they were in 1809 and 
18Io. 

This is probably due in part to the rising tide of 
immigration from Europe, the numbers probably 
averaging eight thousand annually from 1812 to 
1821. In 1817 about twenty-two thousand immi- 
grants—three-fifths Irish and one-fifth German— 
landed in America.’ This number continued to in- 
crease during the following years, until it became 
obviously advisable to make a definite enumera- 
tion of the strangers who sought homes within the 
country, provision for which was first made in 1820. 
The regions profiting most by this westward mi- 
gration of the population were Ohio, Indiana, 
Illinois, and Michigan, where there was abundance 
of rich public land. The more sparsely settled 
sections of New York, such as those lying at the 
head-waters of the Mohawk and about Niagara, 
and of Pennsylvania between Philadelphia and 
Pittsburg, profited less by this migration of men 
from the east, because the means of marketing the 
produce of the farms there had not materially 
changed since the days of the Whiskey Insurrection. 
The movement of population into the west was 
therefore strong, and reports to Niles’ Register from 
that region, in 1816 and 1817, refer to the daily pro- 

1 North Am. Rev., XL., 460 #.; Niles’ Register, XII., 336, 359, 
7eoxois) DG Wey 
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cession of “families, carriages, wagons, negroes, 
carts, etc.,’”’ crowding the ferries on the way to 
Missouri, Alabama, and the northwest.’ 

The difficulties of reaching the west, of securing 
supplies of salt, iron, hardware, and the finer fabrics, 
of marketing the wheat, corn, and stock produced, 
and of maintaining regular communication by mail, 
created a new and lively discussion of the need of 
internal improvements, particularly those in the 
form of roads and canals. The new states and terri- 
tories wanted people, increased property valuation 
for taxation, and larger revenues for the multitudes 
of schemes for developing the rich west. Whatever 
facilitated the satisfaction of these desires could not 
be done too speedily.” 

During Jefferson’s first administration, when rev- 
- enues were abundant, the national debt rapidly 
diminishing, and the surplus increasing, the first 
suggestion of the advisability of national provision 
for roads, canals, and river improvements had been 
made. In compliance with a resolution of the Sen- 
ate in 1808, Gallatin drew up an elaborate scheme 
for internal improvements at national expense, which 
would require two million dollars a year for ten 
years. But the embargo, non-intercourse, and war 
put deficits and debts in the place of surplus, and 

Cf. Turner, New West (Am. Nation, XIV.), chaps. vii., xiii.; 
Niles’ Register, X1., 127, 208, 223, 336, XII., 304, XIII., 224. 

? Sparks, Expansion of the Am. People, 252. Detroit in 1815 
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the whole scheme of internal improvements was in- 
definitely postponed.* i 

The war had demonstrated in a Anecaaly 
forceful manner the need of better facilities for 
transportation. While the bill authorizing the 
construction of the Cumberland Road, and appro- 
priating thirty thousand dollars for it, was passed 
in 1806, it was not until 1811 that actual operations 
began on the road, and at the end of the war not 
more than twenty miles were completed. The cost 
of moving troops from place to place through sec- 
tions having very bad roads, or no roads at all, was 
enormous both in dollars and in time. The suffer- 
ings of the soldiers themselves from the hardships 
of travel and from lack of supplies were chief causes 
of the excessively high hospital and mortality rate 
of the army. Food in plenty existed at all times 
during the war, as it had during the Revolution; 
but the problem of getting it promptly to the hands 
of the army which needed it was never even ap- 
proximately solved. The use of steam in the navi- 
gation of the natural waterways was good so far as 
it went, but it had not gone very far in 1812 or 1814 
in those parts of the country most affected by 
the war. The need of intercommunication between 
these natural waterways was increasingly imperative 
for all travel going east and west across the country; 
for example, from the Great Lakes to the Hudson 
River, from the Potomac to the Ohio, and from the 


1 Channing, Feffersonian System (Am, Nation, XII.), chap. vii, 
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Carolinas to the great valleys of the Tennessee and 
Cumberland. In similar fashion, improvement was 
needed in the method of getting around obstructions 
like the falls of the Ohio and the St. Lawrence. 

The lack of any specific provision in the federal 
Constitution authorizing internal improvements at 
national expense, combined with the strict -con- 
struction principles of the Republican party before 
the war, prevented any large appropriations in the 
early years of the century for making roads and 
canals. In 1816 the general appropriation act con- 
tained an item of three hundred thousand dollars 
for completion of work already begun on the Cum- 
berland Road, and two years later two hundred and 
sixty thousand dollars was voted for a similar pur- 
pose; but a proposal to spend six hundred thousand 
dollars for general improvements, made in Congress 
in 1817, failed to meet with favor; while a bill pro- 
viding for the extension of the Cumberland Road 
also fell through. By 1820 Congress had passed 
ten acts carrying appropriations amounting to more 
than a million and a half; in 1844, the thirty-fourth 
act raised the total of money voted for the Cumber- 
land Road to nearly seven million dollars.? 

While Congress and the president discussed the 
power and the duty of the federal government to 
resume these improvements, several of the states 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, II1., 282, 426. 
* Hulbert, Cumberland Road, App. A. (a summary of appro- 
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took action. Pennsylvania began to make contracts 
and appropriations for roads as early as 1790, but 
renewed activity is noticeable about 1809; in 1811, 
more than eight hundred and twenty-five thousand 
dollars was appropriated. In the six years before 
1815 the state had passed some forty acts for turn- 
pikes and about half as many for bridges. By 
1817 nearly two million two hundred and fifty 
thousand dollars had been spent by Pennsylvania 
on internal improvements, in addition to about five 
million dollars spent by her citizens. For all this 
expenditure, which put her ahead of any other state 
of the time, she could show more than a thousand 
miles of turnpike roads, including many fine bridges. 
Virginia voted funds in 1816 “to be used exclusively 
for river improvements, canals, and public high- 
ways.” South Carolina, in 1818, voted one million 
dollars to be spent in four annual instalments for 
like purposes.’ 

The agitation in New York for internal improve- 
ments, especially for a great canal from Lake Erie 
or Lake Ontario eastward, continued from 1810 to 
1816, when it assumed an acute form. From the 
Hudson valley two canal routes were marked out by 
nature in unmistakable fashion— from Albany up 
the Mohawk and westward to Lake Erie near Buffalo, 

1 Niles’ Register, 1X., 143, quoting the Pa. Republican; cf. Pa. 
Archives, X\., 656, 725. 

2 Niles’ Register, 1X., 429; McMaster, United States, IV., 419; 
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and from Albatry to Lake Champlain. Much as 
these canals were desired, the undertaking of their 
construction seemed an enterprise so vast and so 
expensive that the state hesitated long to proceed 
without national aid. A canal commission, headed 
by Gouverneur Morris, investigated the scheme in 
1810, and in 1812 he headed another commission 
which included De Witt Clinton, Robert Fulton, and 
Robert R. Livingston, which endeavored to secure 
aid from Congress.' War interrupted the plans, and 
the United States delayed action; but in the mean 
time the advantages of a canal to New York City and 
to the interior of the state west of Albany grew more 
and more obvious. In his message of February 2, 
1816, Governor Tompkins particularly recommended 
the canal project to the attention of the legislature.? 

It was, however, to the penetrating statesman- 
ship and energy of De Witt Clinton, who was elected 
governor in 1816, and who threw his great personal 
and political influence into the scale, that New York 
was brought to the adoption of the proposed plans 
for a canal to Lake Erie. Clinton’s memorial, an 
elaborate and convincing argument for the canal, 
was presented in 1816 to the New York legislat- 
ure, and, backed by strongly stirred public senti- 
ment, produced the desired legislation. Ground was 


1 Annals of Cong., 12 Cong., 1 Sess., 2166. 

2 Niles’ Register, [X., 422. 
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broken for the great canal at Rome, New York, July 
4, 1817, and for eight years the work went on, until 
the canal stood complete in November, 1825, As 
an engineering feat, involving the digging of a ditch 
forty feet wide at the top, four feet deep, and three 
hundred and sixty-three miles long, with eighty-one 
locks to overcome an elevation of nearly seven hun- 
dred feet, the Erie Canal, in its time, is comparable 
to the proposed Panama Canal in the twentieth cen- 
tury. The expenditure of about seven millions by 
New York in 1817-1825 was a far greater strain than 
three hundred millions will be upon the present Unit- 
ed States. 

The same year that saw the culmination of the 
agitation for internal improvements in New York 
saw also a suggestion of a scheme of internal im- 
provements at national expense by President Madi- 
son. “I particularly invite again their (Congress) 
attention,’ wrote Madison, in his last annual mes- 
sage, “to the expediency of exercising their existing 
powers, and, where necessary, of resorting to the 
prescribed mode of enlarging them, in order to 
effectuate a comprehensive system of roads and 
_ canals, such as will have the effect of drawing more 
closely together every part of our country, by 
promoting intercourse and improvements and by 
increasing the share of every part in the com- 
mon stock of national prosperity.” * When Madison 
wrote this, the only tangible evidence of the willing- 
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ness of Congress to proceed along these lines sug- 
gested by the president was in the twenty-three 
miles of the Cumberland Road. Much as Madison 
believed in the desirability of these improvements, 
he deemed an amendment of the Constitution neces- 
sary for their authorization. 

Gradually, however, Congress and the executive, 
during the generation following the War of 1812, 
came to accept the doctrine of implied powers. For 
“common defense and general welfare” they found 
it “necessary and proper”’ to establish post-roads 
to provide for the transportation of the mails and 
military supplies, to build canals, and to improve 
the rivers for interstate commerce. It was the duty 
of Congress, said Calhoun, in 1817, to “bind the 
republic together with a perfect system of roads 
and canals. Let us conquer space. ... It is thus 
that a citizen of the West will read the news of Boston 
still moist from the press. The mail and the press 
are the nerves of the body politic.” ? In this senti- 
ment Henry Clay heartily joined. It concerted well 
with his notion of large powers in the hands of the 
national government, vigorously exercised, especially 
for the promotion of the interests of the west; and 
for thirty-five years there was no more eloquent ad- 
vocate of internal improvements at the expense of 
the United States than the statesman from Ken- 
tucky. 

As if to put Madison’s proposition to the test, 

1 Calhoun, Works (Crallé’s ed.), II., rgo. 
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Calhoun, as the chairman of the committee to con- 
sider the expediency of creating a permanent fund 
for internal improvements, reported on December 
23, 1816, a bill providing for the general use by 
Congress, in the construction of roads and canals, of 
the bonus of one million five hundred thousand dol- 
lars to be paid by the bank, together with the future 
dividends on stock of the bank held by the United 
States. Calhoun did not share the views of Madison; 
the “common defense and general welfare”’ clause 
sufficed for him, however much his views altered in 
succeeding years: “Let it not be forgotten .. . that 
it [the extent of the republic] exposes us to the 
greatest of all calamities,—next to the loss of liber- 
ty,— and even to that in its consequences — dis- 
union. We are great, and rapidly—I was about to 
say fearfully—growing. This is our pride and our 
danger; our weakness and our strength. ... We are 
under the most imperious obligation to counteract 
every tendency to disunion. . . . Whatever impedes 
the intercourse of the extremes with this, the center 
of the Republic, weakens the Union.”’ ? 

The “general welfare,’ therefore, demanded and 
authorized appropriations for the construction of 
roads and canals, and Calhoun’s bill, so amended as 
to make the proposed expenditure in the states 
proportionate to their representation in the House, 
passed the House in February by a vote of 86 to 84, 


1 Annals of Cong., 14 Cong., 2 Sess., 361. 
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twenty-three New England Federalists voting against 
spending this enormous dividend anywhere, least of 
all in the already dreaded west. Two-thirds of the 
Virginia delegation, actuated by various motives, 
also voted against a measure calculated to build up 
that region which had already drawn off so many of 
the best young men of the older commonwealths. 
In the Senate the vote stood 20 to 15, with a break- 
ing-up of party lines; nine of the fifteen votes were 
from New England, and the other six from the 
south.’ Constitutional objections seemed to trouble 
the Republican congressmen very little; their party 
had so often resorted to the use of implied powers 
that its leaders might well consider the principle 
involved in internal improvements at federal ex- 
pense as definitely settled in their favor. There was 
really no need for Calhoun to taunt his party with 
a glaring example: “If we are restricted in the use 
of our money to the enumerated powers, on what 
principle can the purchase of Louisiana be justi- 
neae 2 

When the bill reached the president he found 
himself unable to overcome his constitutional ob- 
jections to this extensive scheme, and he accord- 
ingly returned the bill to the House with his veto 
message of March 3, 1817. The chief burden of this 
“farewell address’ of Madison, which he probably 
meant to be his final warning against too free an 
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4 Tbid., 856. 


1817] THE WEST 255 


application of the doctrine of implied powers, was 
the lack of power vested in Congress to undertake 
the proposed plan of improvements. In view of the 
numerous bills which Madison had signed, stretch- 
ing the powers of the federal government far beyond 
those recognized by the Jeffersonians, there is some- 
thing almost humorous in this belated recrudescence 
of a constitutional objection which harked back to 
a previous generation.' 

Those who expected that Monroe would take a 
more liberal view of the powers of Congress than had 
Madison on the eve of his retirement were doomed 
to disappointment. Monroe understood the rising 
tide of sentiment in favor of federal expenditures for 
roads and canals, and took occasion in his first 
message, December, 1817, to state that it was a set- 
tled conviction in his mind that Congress did not 
possess the right. At the same time, he suggested 
to Congress the recommendation to the states of the 
amendment necessary to give the power. This part 
of the message, on reference to a special committee, 
produced a very remarkable report, in which direct 
issue was taken with the president. The committee 
asserted that in at least three particulars relating to 
post-roads, military roads, and canals for inter- 
state commerce, Congress undoubtedly had all the 
power it needed. A long debate ensued, but the 
necessary two-thirds vote to override the certain 
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veto of the president to any measure appropriating 
money to roads and canals did not develop, and 
so no further important appropriations were made 
by the United States in the period now under dis- 
cussion.’ 

Back of all this agitation, and as a basis for it, 
was the rapid growth of the western and south- 
western territories, making possible the carving out 
of new states. Newspapers and proceedings of 
state legislatures give abundant proof that pro- 
moters of schemes for internal improvements were 
abroad in the land, booming localities, speculating 
in lands, and disposing of stocks of improvement 
corporations. The rush of people raised the popu- 
lation of Indiana from twenty-four thousand in 1810 
to seventy thousand in 1816, when the state was ad- 
mitted into the Union by act of Congress. In the 
year following, Mississippi was admitted, with a pop- 
ulation of about fifty thousand, including slaves, 
and Alabama was authorized to establish a new 
territorial government, which was needed but for a 
short time, as the territory was admitted as a state in 
1819. Illinois, in like manner, had grown up rapidly, 
and was admitted in 1818, on the same terms as the 
other states carved out of the northwest territory. 
Here were four states, two in the north, two in the 
south, admitted into the Union within a space of 
three years, whereas in the preceding twenty years 


1 Richardson, Messages and Papers, I1., 18; Annals of Cong., 
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only two had been admitted, one of these being 
carved out of the most populous corner of the 
Louisiana purchase. The centre of population, of 
political power, and of political contention was 
rapidly moving westward.! 

The stream of humanity thus flooding the west 
did not stop at the Mississippi River. The middle 
portion of it, moving down the Ohio, or across 
southern Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, and Kentucky, 
crossed the Mississippi and moved up the great 
valley of the Missouri. The French settlers and 
traders were soon submerged, and, like the Indians, 
disappeared before the advance of the on -coming 
host. But not chiefly from the eastern and middle 
states came the people emigrating to the west of the 
great river; population from the slave-holding south 
was also pressing into the same region. The terri- 
tory of Missouri, which after 1812 comprised all of 
the Louisiana purchase north of the present boun- 
dary of the state of Louisiana, had a population of 
about twenty-two thousand that year; this number 
increased by 1818 to more than sixty thousand, and 
the territory petitioned Congress for a division, part 
of it to be admitted as the state of Missouri, part 
to be organized as the Arkansas territory.? This 
petition precipitated the great Missouri agitation 
resulting in the Missouri Compromise, the details 
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of which belong to the succeeding volume of this 
series.! 

The westward march of population brought the 
United States face to face with the tremendous 
slavery problem in a new and vital form, for the 
development of the slave-holding southwest had 
gone on parallel with that of the non-slave-holding 
northwest. The fate of the great trans-Mississippi 
empire, so far as it was related to human slavery, 
was essentially bound up with the issue forced upon 
Congress and the United States by the eager home- 
seekers and traders who pressed into the new ter- 
ritory of Missouri, and who demanded, when once 
settled there, the political and civil rights and priv- 
ileges which they had enjoyed in the older states 
and territories from which they had migrated. The 
nation’s first great domestic crisis was upon it. 
Forty years later, when agitation, passionate dis- 
cussion, and legislative temporizing had lamentably 
failed to bring peace, this same west, transformed 
economically, socially, and politically was to be the 
decisive make-weight in the salvation of the Union. 


Turner, New West (Am. Nation, XIV.), chap. x. 


CHAPTER XVI 


NEGOTIATIONS WITH ENGLAND 
(1815-1818) 


HE issues left unsettled by the treaty of Ghent? 

were more numerous, if not more consequential, 
than the great question of peace which was definite- 
ly determined. Commercial intercourse between the 
United States and the West India colonies of Great 
Britain; the fisheries; the navigation of the Missis- 
sippi; the disputed boundaries in the northeast and 
northwest; the regulation of the slave-trade; and 
the compensation for slaves carried off by the British 
during the war—all these remained to be settled. 
Immediately after the signing of the treaty of peace, 
the American commissioners signified their willing- 
ness to discuss with the commissioners of Great 
Britain the emancipation of commercial intercourse. 
Receiving no teply, and assuming that the British 
meant to wait for the ratification of the peace treaty, 
the commissioners went to London and Paris to wait 
for further instructions. In May came commis- 
sions and instructions; Adams was appointed min- 
ister to London, and with his associates, Gallatin 
and Clay, opened negotiations with a new British 


1 See above, chap. x. 


260 RISE OF AMERICAN NATIONALITY [1815 


commission. Two months of discussion followed, 
in which Lord Castlereagh eliminated most of the 
American claims; at length a commercial con- 
vention was signed, July 3, 1815, which was to 
last for four years, a period later extended to ten 
years.? 

This agreement provided for reciprocal liberty of 
commerce between the territories of the United 
States and all the territories of Great Britain in 
Europe, and forbade discriminating duties in either 
country against the goods and vessels of the other. 
British ships trading to American ports or American 
ships trading to British ports in Europe were not to 
suffer from unfair and aggravating restrictions or 
prohibitions such as had repeatedly been attempted 
on both sides during the preceding twenty-five years. 
This was, indeed, a great gain for a portion of the 
American commerce; but the issue most needing 
settlement related to the intercourse between the 
United States and the British West India posses- 
sions. On this point the British commissioners 
refused to give specific concessions. “The inter- 
course between the United States and his Britannic 
Majesty’s possessions in the West Indies and on the 
Continent of North America shall not be affected by 
any of the provisions of this article, but each party 
shall remain in complete possession of its rights with 
respect to such an intercourse.’ ? 


1U.S. Treaties and Conventions, 410. 
2 Tbid., 411; J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, III., 190, 202, 208, 249. 


1815] RELATIONS WITH ENGLAND 261 


The East India trade was opened to American. 
ships so long as they traded in products of the 
United States, or imported goods directly from the 
East India settlements to the United States. Ves- 
sels engaged in this traffic might stop for refresh- 
ment, but not for commerce, at the Cape of Good 
Hope, St. Helena, or any of the British possessions 
in the African or Indian seas. 

The relief resulting from this convention was 
much less than was expected by the United States. 
In the first place, it was necessary to remove the 
higher duties imposed upon vessels from Great 
Britain and upon goods brought in such vessels, 
thus opening the way to the immense shipping in- 
terests of Great Britain to carry on their complicated 
and roundabout trade at cheaper rates than the 
Americans could carry on their simpler trade. An 
English vessel, for example, could make the voyage 
with a cargo from an English port to America, with- 
out suffering discrimination, and then go on with a 
cargo of American goods to a British port in the 
West Indies, which would be closed to an American 
vessel. The British ship-owner, therefore, as com- 
pared with the American, had opportunity for double 
profit. The practical result of this failure on the 
part of the United States to break down the colonial 
or navigation policy of Great Britain in regard to 
the West India trade was the limitation to British 
vessels of the export trade in American lumber, 


cattle, flour, rice, and other food products, the total 
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nib, 
valtte of which was estimated at six million dollars 
per year, since the British West Indies were the 
great market for these exports. 

John Quincy Adams, after two years’ service as 
minister to Great Britain, in 1817 returned to the 
United States to become secretary of state in Mon- 
roe’s administration, and in that capacity to press 
vigorously for the settlement of the questions of 
boundaries and fisheries. To the latter question, 
the most critical issue of the time between the 
United States and Great Britain, much of the dis- 
cussion at Ghent had been devoted. Two facts in 
the situation stand out clearly. First, the tremen- 
dous interest of New England in the fisheries, which 
were peculiarly profitable for twenty years before 
1815, the exported fish being valued at twelve mill- 
ion dollars in 1814—and no one knew better the 
importance and intricacies of this interest than the 
son of John Adams. Second, the two governments 
were unable to agree upon an interpretation of the 
third article of the treaty of 1783, in which it is 
stated “that the people of the United States shall 
continue to enjoy unmolested the right to take 
fish of every kind”’ in certain specified waters, “and 
also that the inhabitants of the United States shall 
have liberty to take fish of every kind on such part 
of the coast of Newfoundland as British fishermen 
shall use (but not to dry or cure the same on that 
island), and also on the coasts, bays, and creeks of 
all other of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in 
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America; and that the American fishermen shall 
have liberty to dry and cure fish in any of the un- 
settled bays [specified] so long as the same shall re- 
main unsettled.” ! 

The attitude of the British ministry, briefly stated, 
was as follows: the war terminated the rights‘and 
privileges recognized by the treaty of 1783—that is — 
to say, there remained only to the citizens of the 
United States the right of deep-sea fishing; the in- 
shore fisheries and the privileges of drying and 
curing fish no longer belonged to the Americans. 
The American contention was quite the opposite: 
the treaty of 1783 was not an ordinary treaty which 
could be abrogated by war; the independence recog- 
nized by the treaty of 1783 had not been brought 
in question; why then should other provisions of 
the same treaty be considered null and void? Such 
being the case, the United States still had both the 
rights which had been theirs as colonies, and which 
they had continued to have as independent states, 
and the liberties which had been guaranteed them 
in solemn manner by the treaty of 1783.? 

In the year which followed peace the British 
government directed seizure of American fishing-' 
vessels operating on the Canadian coasts without a’ 
license; the words “warned off the coast by His 
Majesty’s sloop, Faseur, not to come within sixty 
miles,’’ written on the license of a Barnstable fisher- 


1 Sabine, Fisheries (reprint of 1853), 54; U.S. Treaties and Con- 
ventions, 377, , *Am. State Paps., Foreign, 1V., 352,354,350. 
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man in June, 1815, seem to indicate that the British 
purpose was to exclude American vessels not only 
from the inshore fisheries and from the drying 
privileges, but from the wide seas frequented by 
the fish. It mattered little to the exasperated fish- 
erman who was thus driven off that the British 
government disavowed the act of the captain of the 
Faseur; the year’s profit was lost. The presentation 
of the protest against the action of this British 
sloop led to a long and rather sharp correspondence 
on the whole question of the fisheries, extending 
through the years from 1815 to 1817, partly between 
Mr. Adams and Lord Bathurst in London, partly be- 
tween Mr. Bagot and Secretary Monroe in Wash- 
ington. Meantime the orders to the British vessels 
remained practically unchanged; Sir David Milne, 
of the British North American Station, gave orders, 
in May, 1817, to a subordinate to use ‘‘every means 
in your power for the protection of the revenue, 
as also the fisheries on the coast, against the en- 
croachment of foreigners. On your meeting with 
any foreign vessel fishing or at anchor in any of the 
harbors or creeks of His Majesty’s North American 
provinces, or within our maritime jurisdiction, you 
will seize and send such vessel so trespassing to 
Halifax for adjudication, unless it should appear 
that they have been obliged to put in there in con- 
sequence of distress.”’ ! 


1 Am. State Paps., Foreign, 1V., 349, 350 et seq., 370; Elliott, 
Northeastern Fisheries, 58; Niles’ Register, VIII., 384. 


1818] RELATIONS WITH ENGLAND 265 


When Adams became secretary of state he in- 
structed his successor at the court of St. James, 
Richard Rush, lately attorney-general and acting 
head of the state department, to ask settlement of 
such old grievances as were fast becoming acute; 
for example, the termination of the fishery dispute 
and the settlement of the western boundary, includ- 
ing the title to the region at the mouth of the Colum- 
bia River. Great Britain consented to negotiate, 
and Gallatin, who since 1815 had been minister to 
France and the most experienced and adroit diplo- 
mat in the service of the United States, proceeded 
to London to assist Mr. Rush. Instructions to the 
American ministers provided that they might con- 
sent to certain limitations of ‘‘ liberty ” to take, cure, 
and dry fish within British jurisdiction, but they 
were not authorized to relinquish all their assert- 
ed rights and privileges at the demand of Great 
Britain.! 

The persistence of the Americans won for them 
more than had been really expected. The conven- 
tion signed October 20, 1818, recognized the right 
of the citizens of the United States to fish along 
the southern, western, and northern coasts of New- 
foundland and along the coast of Labrador, and gave 
them liberty forever to dry and cure fish in any of 
the unsettled bays and creeks of the portions of the 
coast already designated. The United States, on 
the other hand, renounced “any liberty heretofore 


1 Am. State Paps., Foreign, I11., 375. 
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enjoyed or claimed by the inhabitants thereof to 
take, dry, or cure fish on or within three marine 
miles of any of the coasts, bays, cteeks, or harbors” 
of British America outside the limits just specified — 
“provided, however, that the American fishermen 
shall be admitted to enter such bays or harbors 
for the purpose of shelter and of repairing damages 
therein, of purchasing wood and of obtaining water, 
and for no other purpose whatever.’’ These pto- 
visions were supposed to settle once for all the dis- 
puted questions concerning American rights and 
privileges, and the convention of 1818 is still in 
fotce. Asa matter of fact, the difference of opinion 
as to the method of measuring the three miles, 
whether following the sinuosities of the coast or 
following a line drawn between headlands no more 
than six miles apart, led ultimately to difficulties 
almost as threatening as those which prompted the 
negotiation of the treaty of 1818.1 

By this same treaty the boundary of the United 
States west of the Lake of the Woods was defined. 
The treaty of 1783 laid down a line from the most 
northwestern point of the Lake of the Woods “ona 
due west course to the river Mississippi’’; but the 
source of the Mississippi proved to lie nearly due 
south from the Lake of the Woods. Furthertnore, 
the northern limits of the Louisiana purchase rfe- 
mained undefined. Since 1803 the only line which 


Rush, Residence at the Court of London, 1817-1819 (ed. of 
1833), chap. xix.; U. S. Treaties and Conventions, 415. 
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could have been called a boundary was that which 
followed the water-shed north of the streams trib- 
utary to the Mississippi. Various suggestions for 
settling this long-disputed question between the 
United States and Great Britain were made by King, 
Monroe, and Pinckney during the negotiations of 
1803 and later, and one of these suggestions was now 
adopted for determining the new line. Through 
the northwestern point of the Lake of the Woods, 
as defined in the treaty of 1783, a north and south 
line was to be drawn. The boundary was to follow 
this line from the lake to its intersection with the 
forty-ninth parallel of north latitude, and thence 
along that parallel westward to the “Stony Moun- 
tains.” ! 

The treaty dealt also with the rival claims of the 
two countries to Oregon, that vast region west of 
the Rockies extending roughly from the Columbia 
River to the fifty-fourth parallel. The British 
based their claim on explorations of its coasts by 
Captain Cook on his third voyage in 1778, and by 
Mackenzie and Vancouver in 1793; on settlements 
on Nootka Sound, recognized by Spain in the Nootka 
Sound Convention of 1790; and on posts established 
by the Hudson’s Bay Company. The Americans, on 
the other hand, insisted that a valid claim was 
established by the entering and exploring of the 
Columbia River in 1792 by Captain Gray, of the ship 


1 Am. State Paps., Foreign, I1., 584-591; IIl., 162, 164, 185; 
U.S. Treaties and Conventions, 416. 
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Columbia; by. the founding of Astoria in 1811 by 
John Jacob Astor; and by the restoration of this 
post by Great Britain after its capture in the War of 
1812, in accordance with article i. of the treaty of 
Ghent.! The case was one for diplomatic compro- 
mise, but it was one which could wait for adjust- 
ment; for Oregon, with its posts on the Pacific 
Ocean, was indeed a far-off country and its value 
remote. Accordingly the third article of the treaty 
provided that for ten years the country claimed by 
either party west of the Stony Mountains should be 
jointly occupied “free and open . . . to the vessels, 
citizens, and subjects of the two powers” without 
prejudice to any existing claim. The provision of 
1818 was later extended for a second ten years, and 
was finally superseded by the treaty of 1846.? 

The claims of the citizens of the United States 
for slaves carried off by the British during the war 
were by the treaty referred to some friendly power 
for adjudication, and under this provision the czar 
of Russia was chosen, and in 1822 awarded to the 
United States the right to recover damages. UlIti- 
mately Great Britain paid more than a million dollars.* 

The commissioners failed to secure larger privileges 
in the West India trade, to determine the north- 
eastern boundary, and to include in the treaty pro- 


1 For details of the claims, see Channing, feffersonian System 
(Am. Nation, XI1.), chap. vii. 

2U.S. Treaties and Conventions, 416, 428, 438. 
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visions for the regulation or suppression of the 
African slave-trade. For some years Great Britain 
had urged the suppression of the inhuman traffic, 
and the United States was theoretically committed 
to her assistance. Several political and economic 
objections arose to active assistance in this sup- 
pression. The cotton and slave system gave to the 
country, and especially to the south, a strong and 
growing economic interest in the direct importation 
of negroes from Africa. The privateers of war-time, 
in any case half-piratical, were at the end of the 
conflict without regular business, and turned to the 
slave-trade, flying the Portuguese or Spanish flag, 
and defying the British patrol of the African coast 
in exactly the same way as they had defied the Brit- 
ish cruisers during the war. Adams, as minister 
in London, refused to be drawn into a discussion of 
the search of slave-traders by war-ships, though 
Lord Castlereagh more than once threw out the 
suggestion. “It is a barefaced and impudent at- 
tempt of the British,’ said Adams, “to obtain, in 
time of peace, that right of searching and seizing 
ships of other nations, which they so outrageously 

abused during the war.’’ In correspondence with 
~ Lord Castlereagh in 1818, Mr. Rush declined, for 
the United States, an invitation to join in a general 
treaty against the slave-trade.' 


1J. Q. Adams, Memoirs, III., 557; Rush, Residence at the 
Court of London, 1817-1819 (ed. of 1833), 310, 416-428; Rush, 
Residence at the Court of London, 1819-1825 (ed. of 1845), 33-45, 
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‘ 


The chief objection to such an “entangling alli- 
ance’’ with other nations lay in the fact that the 
trade could be suppressed only by granting to the 
patrolling vessels the right of search; and this right 
the American government could never yield, even 
for so righteous a crusade, and most certainly not so 
soon after waging a war of which one of the chief 
causes was the protection of American seamen and 
American vessels against this very right. Another 
and perhaps constitutionally valid objection to en- 
tering into a treaty on this subject was the fact 
that the United States had no colonies, and could 
not set up beyond its territorial limits a court to 
execute its penal laws by means of judges not 
amenable to the Constitution and laws of the United 
States. The United States did, however, in a half- 
hearted, mild way, legislate against the slave-trade 
in 1818: any person bringing in a negro must prove 
that the deed was not contrary to law. In the fol- 
lowing year the president was authorized to use the 
armed ships of the nation to seize any vessel con- 
trolled by citizens or residents of the United States, 
if such vessel were found to be engaged in the slave- 
trade. In 1820 the United States made the slave- 
trade piracy; but, considering the number of per- 
sons known to be engaged in the traffic, it is signifi- 
cant that not a single execution of such a pirate is 
recorded previous to 1861. 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, III., 450, 600; Du Bois, Suppression 
of the Slave-Trade, 191. 


CHAPTER XVII 


RELATIONS WITH SPAIN 
(1815-1821) 


Y all the laws of political gravitation, East and 

West Florida belonged to the United States, 
and both Madison and Monroe strove vigorously to 
carry out the special secret statutes relating to the 
Floridas passed by Congress in 1811 and 1813. The 
return of the Floridas to Spain by Great Britain in 
1783 was due partly to Spanish sentiment regarding 
an ancient possession, and partly to a general re- 
distribution of territories in the triangular negotia- 
tions of 1782 and 1783. The transfer of Louisiana to 
the United States in 1803 gave control of the mouth 
of the Mississippi, and thus removed one of the 
great causes of friction between Spain and the United 
States; but the long arm of Florida, reaching west- 
ward from the peninsula along the Gulf, shut off 
Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi from a free outlet 
by the natural waterways to the Gulf, and gave rise 
to increasing irritation as these territories filled up.’ 


1See McLaughlin, Confederation and Constitution (Am. Na- 
tion, X.), chap. ii. 

2See Channing, Feffersonian System (Am. Nation, XII.), 
chaps. vi., xiii. 
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The east and west coasts of Florida furnished havens 
for smugglers and pirates of all descriptions; and in 
the troublous years between 1807 and 1815 the law- 
less and criminal from land and sea flocked to these 
shores. The growth of population in Georgia mul- 
tiplied the difficulties over runaway slaves seeking 
refuge in Florida, and over the marauding and 
plundering Indians who either came from the Span- 
ish side of the boundary, or, after their offences, 
sought refuge under Spanish authority.? 

Mention has already been made of the conditions 
under which the United States seized a portion of 
Florida west of the Perdido River during the years 
1810 and 1812.” It was no secret that the United 
States coveted East Florida, both because the long 
peninsula was one of the pillars of the gateway lead- 
ing from the Atlantic to the Gulf, and so to the en- 
trance to the great Mississippi Valley, and because 
control of Florida would simplify the commercial 
and political relations of the southern tier of states 
and territories. At best, East Florida was of ques- 
tionable value to the Spanish crown; it was unpro- 
ductive, expensive, and a source of continual friction 
between the new republic and the old kingdom. In 
common with the rest of Spanish America, it suffered 
from the lax administration of law and justice, and 
was a chief factor in the disturbed relations of the 
two neighboring powers. Once, at least, the Span- 


i Am. State Paps., Foreign, IVa. 545; 567. 
>See above, chap. ii. 
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ish governor of Florida signified to the secretary of 
state his willingness to surrender the province to 
the United States if prompt support were not given 
him from Spain. Although the spirit of revolt which 
affected the other colonies of Spain in America from 
1810 to 1820 did not reach East Florida, the at- 
titude of the United States to the rebelling prov- 
inces was offensive to Spanish pride, and in the 
end proved a serious obstacle to the acquisition of 
Florida.! 

Other elements entered in to complicate the 
question of the transfer of Florida to the United 
States. Claims of Americans against the Spanish 
government for spoliations committed on American 
commerce during the Napoleonic period amounted 
to over seven million dollars; and, in addition, great 
evils had arisen in western Florida, which was used 
as a base of operations for the British during the 
War of 1812 and for some years after. In 1814, as 
an offset to the British occupation, General Jackson 
seized Pensacola and drove the British forces from 
Fort Barrancas, thus setting a precedent for a simi- 
lar invasion of the territory of this nominally friend- 
ly power should occasion of sufficient danger to the 
interests of the United States arise in the future.’ 

Colonel Nichols, who served as British commander 
in Florida during the war, established a fort of con- 
siderable strength on the Appalachicola some fifteen 
miles from its mouth; and here he remained for some 


1 Am. State Paps., Foreign, I11., 398,571. *Ibid., V., 36-49. 
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months after the close of the war, undoubtedly in- 
citing the Indians and runaway negroes, who num- 
bered about one thousand, to continue their hos- 
tilities against the United States. He made the 
Indians believe that the United States was under 
obligations to reinstate them on the Georgia lands 
held by them before 1812; and when they discovered 
the truth, something akin to a state of war revived. 
Nichols left his fort in the hands of a garrison con- 
sisting of some three hundred negroes and about 
twenty Indians, with several hundred barrels of 
powder, twenty-five hundred muskets, together 
with carbines, pistols, swords, and equipment. The 
United States waited for a year for the disbandment 
of this hostile force so near the borders of Georgia; 
and when Spanish authorities failed to suppress the 
nuisance, a gunboat was sent which destroyed the 
fort and magazine by a red-hot shot.! 

This willingness of the United States to use radical 
measures in Spanish territory for the establishment 
of peace along her borders had a certain justification 
in the treaty of 1795, by which Spain was bound in 
solemn manner to restrain by force all hostilities 
on the part of the Indians living within her boun- 
daries, ‘so that Spain will not suffer her Indians to 
attack the citizens of the United States nor the 
Indians inhabiting their territory.’’ Since Spain did 
not restrain her Indians, she could not claim, with 
good grace, the full rights of sovereignty for Florida, 


1 Am, State Paps., Foreign, IV., 546-560, 
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The president, therefore, was quite within his pow- 
ers when he assigned General Andrew Jackson to 
the command of the forces to be sent against the 
Indians, and ordered him in December, 1817, with 
certain qualifications as to the course to be followed, 
to pursue the Indian enemy into Florida. General 
Jackson’s orders from Secretary Calhoun empowered 
him to demand assistance from the governors of 
Georgia and Tennessee for such forces as he might 
need in the Indian campaign, and then used the 
following rather large terms: “ You may be prepared 
to concentrate your forces, and to adopt the neces- 
sary measures to terminate a conflict which it has 
been the desire of the President, from considerations 
of humanity, to avoid, but which is now made neces- 
sary by their settled hostilities.”’ ! | 

When Jackson received these orders in Tennessee, 
he immediately wrote his famous Rhea letter to 
President Monroe, in which he said: “Let it be sig- 
nified to me through any channel (say Mr. J. Rhea) 
that the possession of the Floridas would be desirable 
to the United States and in sixty days it will be 
accomplished.” ? This letter plays a very impor- 
tant part in the history of the United States through 
its influence upon the course which Jackson took 
during the war and afterwards; for he interpreted 


1U.S. Treaties and Conventions, 1007; Am. State Paps., Mil- 
ttary, 1., 690. 

2 Benton, Thirty Years’ View, I., 169-180 (Jackson’s ‘‘ Ex- 
position,” including full text of this letter). 
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liberally those instructions which gave him discre- 
tionary power in the campaign, believing that the 
president knew and approved his evident desire to 
seize Florida. In fact, Jackson asserts that he re- 
ceived from Rhea the president’s message of ap- 
proval. The president, on the other hand, claimed, 
at a later time, that he had never read nor reflected 
upon Jackson’s letter until after Pensacola had 
fallen into Jackson’s hands. Monroe’s explanation, 
which leaves the mind somewhat unconvinced, was 
to the effect that he was ill when the letter was re- 
ceived, that it was given to Calhoun, and did not 
come into his hands again until some months later.! 

Jackson acted with his accustomed vigor and 
promptitude: within three weeks from the receipt of 
his orders from the secretary of war, with more 
than a thousand men he began his march of four 
hundred and fifty miles to Fort Scott on the Geor- 
gia frontier, which he reached in forty-six days. 
The march abounded in difficulties: ‘The excessive 
rains have rendered the roads so bad that I ordered 
the troops, on their march here, to take their baggage 
on the wagon horses, and abandon their wagons,.. . 
and eleven hundred men are now here without a 
barrel of flour or a bushel of corn. . . . The waters 
are unusually high and the ground so rotten that 
it is with much difficulty even pack-horses can pass. 


' Monroe, Writings (Hamilton’s ed.), VII., 227, 234; Schouler, 
“Monroe and the Rhea Letter,’ in Mag. of Am. Hist., October, 
1884. 
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Every stream we are compelled either to bridge or 
swim.” So wrote Jackson in February from Fort 
Early in southern Georgia.! 

Shortness of rations, the desire to meet a flotilla 
bringing provisions from New Orleans up the Ap- 
palachicola River, and a determination to get at the 
enemy, led Jackson to march into Florida and con- 
struct a temporary fort. Here he discovered that 
several white men were involved in stirring up the 
Indians against the whites, especially a Scotch 
trader named Alexander Arbuthnot. “It is re- 
ported to me,” writes the general, “that Francis or 
Hillis Hago and Peter McQueen, prophets, who 
excited the Red Sticks in their late war against the 
United States, and are now exciting the Seminoles 
to similar acts of hostility, are at or in the neigh- 
borhood of St. Marks. United with them it is 
stated that Woodbine, Arbuthnot, and other for- 
eigners have assembled a motley crew of brigands— 
slaves enticed away from their masters, citizens of 
the United States, or stolen during the late conflict 
with Great Britain. It is all important that these 
men should be captured and made examples of... . 
I shall march this day, and in eight days will reach 
St. Marks.” ? 

_ Jackson believed in thoroughness as well as 
promptitude. He captured St. Marks, finding Ar- 
buthnot within the fort, and a little later took the 
two prophets. On a further expedition to the 


1 Parton, Fackson, I1., 442. 2 Tbid., 447. 
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Suwanee, other prisoners were taken; among them, 
Robert Ambrister, who was suspected of counsel- 
ling the Indians and furnishing them munitions of 
war for attack upon the United States. Returning 
to St. Marks, he constituted a court for the trial of 
the two British subjects on the charge of acting as 
spies, of inciting the Indians to war, and of supply- 
ing them with means of war. Asa result, by Jack- 
son’s insistence and assumption of responsibility, 
Arbuthnot was hung from the yard-arm of his own 
schooner, and Ambrister was shot. Jackson then 
turned his attention to the reduction of Pensacola, 
which was accomplished by the end of May, 1818. 
The whole of Florida was practically in the military 
possession of the United States, and Jackson was 
marching on his way back to Tennessee.' 

All these proceedings of the first five months of 
1818, viewed as warfare, are petty; but the princi- 
ples involved, and the effect of the events upon the 
policy of the United States, give them peculiar 
significance. The administration at Washington 
was profoundly perplexed as the details of Jack- 
son’s proceedings became known. The territory 
of a friendly power had been invaded, its officers 
deposed, its towns and fortresses taken possession 
of; two citizens of another friendly and powerful 
nation had been executed in scandalously summary 
fashion, upon suspicion rather than evidence. Had 
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Jackson stopped with the capture of St. Marks, 
little difficulty would have followed; for, as the 
duke of Richelieu observed to Mr. Gallatin, the 
United States had adopted the game laws and pur- 
sued on foreign ground what had been started on 
their own.’ But each step of the further course of 
Jackson involved unusual perplexities, possibly war 
with Spain and with Great Britain. Rush reported 
that Lord Castlereagh said in conversation regard- 
ing the execution of the two British subjects, “that 
such was the temper of Parliament and such the 
feeling of the country, he believed war might have 
been produced by holding up a finger, and he even 
thought an address to the Crown might have been 
carried for one by nearly a unanimous vote.” ? 
Monroe’s difficulties were complicated by do- 
mestic as well as foreign considerations. Jackson 
undoubtedly added to his already great popular 
reputation by his effective, off-hand methods of 
dealing with the situation in Florida; he was high- 
tempered and would resent open disavowal of his 
acts. The cabinet deliberated long upon the course 
to be pursued in the midst of these difficulties. 
“We have met every day, one excepted, since my 
arrival here,” wrote Monroe to Madison in July, 
“on the business of the Spanish posts taken in 
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Florida by Gen. Jackson. Onis has demanded 
whether they were taken by order of the Govern- 
ment. If not, that they be surrendered and Gen. 
Jackson punished.’”’ Monroe was quite willing to 
surrender the Spanish posts, as he ultimately did; 
but he could hardly punish General Jackson after 
writing to him from the midst of cabinet discus- 
sions just mentioned: “ In transcending the limit pre- 
scribed by those orders you acted on your own re- 
sponsibility, on facts and circumstances unknown 
to the government when the orders were given, 
many of which, indeed, occurred afterwards, and 
which you thought imposed on you the measure, as 
an act of patriotism, essential to the honor and inter- 
ests of your country.” ' 

Another and more subtle reason for refusing to 
humiliate Jackson was revealed in Monroe’s letter 
to Jefferson two days later than Monroe’s to Jack- 
son: “ His trial, unless he should ask it himself, would 
be the triumph of Spain, and confirm her in the dis- 
position not to cede Florida.”’ Here was the secret 
of the whole game, the desire to compel Spain to 
cede Florida, and to this end Monroe and Adams 
contrived skilfully. “In throwing the blame [of 
Jackson’s act] on the Spanish authorities, we placed 
it where it ought to be, and united the great mass of 
our fellow citizens against Spain. By the pressure 
on Spain we have obtained a territory equally neces- 
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sary to her peace and our own, and have also given 
some support to the colonies.’ ! 

At the end of the Seminole War, Jackson was 
twice a hero; within a year he became a national 
issue, the most discussed man in the United States, 
as well as the idol of the rough-and-ready west and 
southwest, whose spirit he embodied. Men recalled 
his early exploits, his volcanic temper, his daring, his 
disregard of conventionality and red tape, his loyalty 
to his men, his willingness to assume responsibility, 
and they approved all these things. What mattered 
an infraction now and then of international law? 
Who queried as to the fine points involved in the 
execution of Arbuthnot and Ambrister? But these 
matters were not treated in so cavalier a fashion in 
the cabinet or in Congress as in the discussions of 
the people and the press. In the earnest debates 
in the cabinet, Calhoun, then secretary of war, led 
the movement for censuring Jackson for his con- 
duct in Florida, as a transgression of his orders. 

The cabinet of 1818, therefore, did not contribute 
immediately to the elevation of Jackson. This func- 
tion was turned over to Congress. Monroe’s annual 
message of November 16, 1818, together with the 
official correspondence submitted with it, precipi- 
tated a discussion which cast a long shadow in Amer- 
ican politics? Monroe’s adroit statement made it 
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appear that the blame for Jackson’s conduct lay not 
in him, but in the officers of Spain in authority in 
Florida. Theirs was the violation of the treaty of 
1798 which justified Jackson’s infraction of inter- 
national law. Not all the members of Congress 
agreed with the president in this interpretation, 
and an effort was made to censure Jackson for his 
conduct. The Seminole debate lasted for two 
months; and from the end of that debate onward 
Jackson loomed on the horizon as a candidate for 
the presidency; a man who represented a section, a 
spirit, and a sentiment, who needed to be elected 
president as a reward, and as a vindication vouch- 
safed to one whose integrity has been impeached 
because of acts committed in the name of the 
nation. 

The correspondence between the department of 
state and the Spanish government, following the 
Seminole War, was keyed remarkably high. When 
the Spanish minister at Washington, Don Luis de 
Onis, whom Secretary Adams described as “cold, 
calculating, wily, ... ever attentive to his duties,” 
received official notice from Florida of the high- 
handed acts of Jackson, he made a sharp and spirited 
protest to the president, demanding not merely the 
restoration of the forts and other property of Spain, 
reparation for the insult, and the disavowal of ack- 
son’s conduct, but the inflicting of “suitable pun- 
ishment on the author of such flagrant disorder.”’ 
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He announced, in addition, the suspension of all 
pending negotiations until “the one satisfaction 
which is admissible in the present case is granted.” 
In negotiations which followed from August until 
late November, 1818, the French minister, M. Hyde 
de Neuville, was conscientiously carrying out with 
good effect his avowed instructions to do every- 
thing to preserve peace between the United States 
and Spain, even though his secret instructions 
required him to stand stanchly by Spain. 

The culmination of these diplomatic discussions 
was reached in Secretary Adams’s great despatch 
to Minister Erving at Madrid, dated November 28, 
1818. This was in the nature of an ultimatum to 
Spain, and reviewed at length the conduct of Span- 
ish officials in Florida, the assaults on the peace, 
property, and lives of Americans in Georgia and 
Alabama, the refusal of Spain to fulfil treaties, her 
aiding and abetting theft and sale of stolen prop- 
erty, and her toleration of such men as Nichols, 
Arbuthnot, and Ambrister. Adams offered, on be- 
half of the United States, to restore the places 
captured, when Spain could guarantee an adequate 
force for fulfilling treaty obligations, and continued: 
“but the President will neither inflict punishment 
nor pass censure upon Gen. Jackson for that con- 
duct, the motives for which were founded in the 
purest patriotism; of the necessity for which he had 
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the most immediate and effectual means for forming 
a judgment.’’ He then proceeded to present the 
counter - demands of the president of the United 
States: the investigation of the conduct of the 
Spanish officials, their punishment for violations of 
treaty engagements in aiding and assisting rather 
than restraining the attacks of the savages upon 
the United States.’ 

The secretary further insisted that the weakness 
of the Spanish authorities was no excuse for their 
conduct; ‘‘ that the right of the United States can 
as little compound with impotence as perfidy, and 
that Spain must immediately make her election 
either to place a force in Florida at once adequate 
for the protection of her territory and to the fulfil- 
ment of her engagements, or cede to the United 
States a province of which she retains nothing but 
the nominal possession, but which is, in fact, a dere- 
lict, open to the occupancy of every enemy, civilized 
or savage, of the United States, and serving no other 
earthly purpose than as a point of annoyance to 
them;... that we shall hear no more apologies from 
Spanish governors and commandants of their in- 
ability to perform the duties of the offices and the 
solemn contracts of their country. The duty of 
this Government to protect the persons and property 
of our fellow-citizens on the borders of the United 
States is imperative—it must be discharged.’”’ Added 
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to this were demands for the punishment of the 
Spanish governor and commandant for neglect of 
duty, and for indemnities for the charges of the war 
on the Indians.’ 

There was no mistaking such language as this. 
In the nature of the case, however much her govern- 
ment or her minister at Washington might protest 
and promise, Spain could not comply with the re- 
quirements laid down by Mr. Adams for an efficient 
government in Florida. The fire of revolt burned 
in every quarter of Spanish America, and Spain was 
making not the least headway towards its suppres- 
sion. Nothing remained, then, but to accept the 
other alternative and endeavor by treaty to secure 
settlement of all pending difficulties, and negotia- 
tions to this end, interrupted by Jackson’s conquest 
of Florida, were resumed in Washington between 
Secretary Adams and Mr. De Onis. After transfer 
of the discussions to Madrid and back again to 
Washington, a “treaty of amity, settlements, and 
limits’? was finally concluded and signed at the 
latter place, February 22, 1819, by which Spain 
ceded the Floridas. The transactions covered both 
that part which the United States had occupied for 
seven or eight years and which during that time did 
“not cease to be a subject of fair and friendly nego- 
tiations and adjustment,” and that part which had 
been relinquished to Spain after two invasions by 
an army of the United States. By just what title 
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the United States finally held West Florida, it would 
be hard to determine.’ 

The western boundary of the Louisiana purchase, 
which had been continually in dispute since 1803, 
was now exactly defined. As a matter of fact, the 
United States did not have any valid claim to west- 
ern Florida before 1819, and did have title to the 
great territory known as Texas; but the seizure 
of the smaller province disabled the United States 
from pushing too hard for the greater empire. Ac- 
cordingly, the new boundary excluded Texas and was 
defined by the treaty in its third article to run from 
the mouth of the river Sabine, in the sea, north- 
ward along the western bank of that river, to the 
thirty-second degree of north latitude, thence by a 
line due north to the Red River, up that river to 
the hundredth meridian west from London, thence 
due north to the Arkansas River, along the southern 
bank of the Arkansas to its source, thence due north 
or south, as the case might require, to latitude 
forty-two, and then to follow that parallel to the 
Pacific Ocean. The United States renounced for- 
ever all claims to territory west and south of this 
line, and Spain in like manner relinquished all 
claims to the north and east of the line. It will be 
noticed that this relinquishment of claim and right 
by Spain could not confer title to any region over 
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which Spain did not hold undisputed sway, there- 
fore all the region north of the forty-second parallel 
and west.of the Rocky Mountains, the region known 
as the Oregon country, could not be materially af- 
fected, save that the United States gained whatever 
shadowy title Spain may have there possessed.1 
The “two high contracting parties’’ reciprocally 
renounced all claims for damages or injuries to them- 
selves or their citizens up to the time of the signing 
of the treaty; but in order to protect the just claims 
of her citizens against Spain, which she had long 
been pressing, the United States undertook to make 
satisfaction for these claims to an amount not ex- 
ceeding five million dollars. Hence it is frequently 
erroneously stated that the United States paid Spain 
five millions of dollars for Florida, whereas the money 
was really handed over to American claimants.’ 
The course of the treaty after its signature was 
by no means smooth, though the Senate acted 
promptly and unanimously.* Instead of ratification 
within six months, as provided by the sixteenth 
article, it was October, 1820, before Spain ratified, 
and the expiration of the prescribed time for ratifi- 
cation made a second consideration of the treaty by 
the Senate necessary. The delay occurred on account 
of two reasons: the desire of Spain to use ratifi- 
cation as a means to coerce the United States into a 
promise not to recognize the independence of Span- 
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ish-American colonies; and the unwillingness of the 
United States to recognize extensive grants of land 
which the king of Spain saw fit to make to three 
noblemen of his court, after negotiations were be- 
gun, but before the treaty was signed. By these 
grants, which comprised practically all the remain- 
ing crown or public lands of Florida, the United 
States would have been deprived of a valuable re- 
source in indemnifying American citizens for their 
losses by Spanish spoliations. It was not until 
Spain realized that the United States was immov- 
able in its position, that the grants of land were 
annulled, and the United States left free to do as it 
pleased about the recognition of the new Spanish- 
American republics.’ 

The action of the administration in accepting a 
treaty which relinquished all claim to Texas met 
with vigorous disapproval in Congress. The treaty 
was violently attacked in the House by Mr. Clay, 
who maintained a cavalier opposition to the presi- 
dent and his secretary of state, because Monroe had 
given Adams rather than himself the portfolio of 
state. He submitted two resolutions in April, 1820: 
the first set forth that the Constitution of the United 
States vests in Congress (both Houses) the power 
to dispose of the territory belonging to them, and 
that no treaty purporting to alienate any portion 
thereof is valid without the concurrence of Con- 
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gress; the second, that the offer of the Spanish gov- 
ernment, to cede the Floridas “for that portion of 
Louisiana lying west of the Sabine,” was inadequate 
and should be rejected. In support of these resolu- 
tions Clay spoke at length, but in the end they 
were dropped and the treaty ratified by the Senate 
by a vote of 4o to 4.' 


1 Clay, Speeches (Colton’s ed.), I., 206; J. Q. Adams, Memorrs, 
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CHAPTER XVIII 


THE GREAT DECISIONS OF THE SUPREME 
COURT 


(1816-1824) 


HE supreme court came slowly and late into 

its own as one of the three co-ordinate depart- 
ments of the government of the United States. It 
felt no need in the early years to assert itself, and, 
in fact,it refused to be drawn from its purely judicial 
and constitutional function into the broader field 
of theoretical or practical politics. In the case of 
Hayburn, which came before the court in 1792, the 
justices declined to serve as a commission to decide 
a non- judicial matter which was liable to review 
by the legislature and by an officer in the execu- 
tive department of the government.’ The court 
still further limited its own scope when Washing- 
ton requested the justices to give their opinion as 
to the rights and duties of the United States as a 
neutral nation, by refusing, in 1793, to consider and 
pass upon any principle or procedure, unless it came 
before it in the form of a real action, and not as a 
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fictitious or hypothetical case. In this respect it 
stood in striking contrast to the supreme court of 
Massachusetts, whose justices were required by pro- 
vision of the Constitution of the state to give their 
opinions to the governor or legislature, when asked, 
upon important questions of law and upon solemn 
occasions.’ 

Besides these reasons, it must be borne in mind 
that the business before the court was not large, 
though the work of the justices, who were also the 
judges of the circuit courts, was often severe. Be- 
tween 1789 and 1801 only one hundred cases were 
decided, and of these only six involved large con- 
stitutional questions. Hence justiceships in the 
supreme court of the United States during the first 
twenty years of its existence were not so highly 
valued but that John Jay felt it to be a promotion 
to exchange the chief-justice’s robe for the govern- 
orship of New York; and John Rutledge declined 
in order to become chief-justice of South Carolina. 
In two instances, one in 1795 and one in 1811, the 
president made three offers before he could find a 
man who would accept a vacant justiceship. John 
Quincy Adams, in 1811, declined appointment, even 
after he had been unanimously confirmed by the 
Senate. During Jefferson’s two terms, the tide set 
strongly against the Federal judiciary, for even 
though the Republicans gained control of the legis- 
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lative and executive departments in 1801, the su- 
preme court, the head of the judicial system, was 
Federalist. In the first fourteen of the thirty-five 
years of John Marshall’s service, only three impor- 
tant constitutional cases came up for decision; nor 
did the active defiance of the supreme court by 
Georgia in the case of Fletcher vs. Peck, or of Penn- 
sylvania in the Olmstead case (the United States 
us. Judge Peters), tend to enlarge the influence of 
the national judiciary.’ 

This period was by no means lost time for the 
court itself: Marshall was moulding to his views of 
the Constitution and of the federal government the 
men who were serving with him as associate justices. 
Jefferson, who both feared and hated him, com- 
plained more than once of this transforming influ- 
ence of Marshall upon good Republicans appointed 
to the supreme bench. “It will be difficult to find 
a character,’ Jefferson wrote to Madison in 1810, 
“of firmness enough to preserve his independence 
on the same bench with Marshall.”’? One of the 
most important instances of this change was Joseph 
Story, a young Massachusetts Republican, who was 
appointed by President Madison in November, 1811. 
Next to Marshall himself, Story was the ablest and 
most influential justice during the first half of the 
nineteenth century. So like to Marshall’s were his 
constitutional views and his method in stating them, 
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that it is difficult to distinguish between the Vir- 
ginia Federalist chief-justice and the Massachusetts 
Republican associate justice.1 When Marshall felt 
any hesitation or delicacy about writing a particular 
decision, he could feel perfectly safe in intrusting 
the work to Story. By 1811 the majority of the 
supreme court had been Republicanized; but its 
principles, or practice, became at the same time 
Federalized, or perhaps Marshallized. 

The discussion of political matters in preceding 
chapters has shown how far the Republicans of 1816 
differed from the strict constructionists of 1801. It 
was a far cry from the methods advocated in the 
Kentucky resolutions of 1798 and 1799 for deciding 
the constitutionality of any law or action, to the 
view held by those nominally of the same party in 
1816. The strain upon fine-spun political theories, 
the obvious unwillingness of the doctrinaire hierar- 
chy to press their principles too far, had prepared 
both the party and its leaders for a clear enunciation 
or crystallization, in final, authoritative form, of the 
fundamental principles of the Constitution as applied 
to the complex problems of a national federal gov- 
ernment. Many cases which furnished opportunity 
for such enunciation fortunately arose during the 
twenty years after 1801, and were decided by the 
_court with a courage, consistency, lucidity, states- 
manlike breadth and profoundness of penetration 
which are still the marvel of students of constitu- 
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tional law and history. New occasions had, indeed, 
so well revealed new duties that the wisdom of their 
enemies became the chief reliance of the Repub- 
licans for justifying their proudest acts. It remains 
to be shown how the supreme court gave the mor- 
dant to the colors with which the national fabric 
was being dyed. 

Probably the most important single decision ren- 
dered in this period, certainly the most far-reaching 
in its influence upon general principles of interpre- 
tation, was that prepared by Chief-Justice Marshall 
in the case of McCulloch vs. Maryland, in which the 
existence of implied powers was definitely recog- 
nized and established.*’ The case arose out of the 
attempt of the state of Maryland in 1818 to lay a 
heavy tax upon the Baltimore branch of the Bank 
of the United States, which was resisted by McCul- 
loch, the cashier of that branch. The lower and 
higher Maryland courts justified the tax, but on a 
writ of error the case went to the supreme court, 
where decision was rendered in March, 1819. 

The court set itself first to answer the question, 
Has Congress power to incorporate a bank? In other 
words, Has the doctrine of implied powers justifica- 
tion? To this momentous question the court re- 
plied, without dissenting voice, in the affirmative, 
and supported its decision with an argument of re- 
markable strength and clearness. ‘‘The govern- 
ment of the United States, then, though limited in 
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its powers, is supreme; and its laws, when made in 
pursuance of the constitution, form the supreme law 
of the land... . There is no phrase in the instrument 
which, like the Articles of Confederation, excludes 
incidental or implied powers; and which requires 
that everything granted shall be expressly and 
minutely described. . . . The power of creating a 
corporation ... is not a great substantive and in- 
dependent power, which cannot be implied as in- 
cidental to other powers, or used as a means of 
executing them, .. . but [is] a means by which other 
objects are accomplished. . . . Let the end be legiti- 
mate, let it be within the scope of the constitution, 
and all means which are appropriate, which are 
plainly adapted to that end, which are not pro- 
hibited, but consist with the letter and spirit of the 
constitution, are constitutional. .. . Where the law 
is not prohibited and is really calculated to effect 
any of the objects entrusted to the government, to 
undertake here to inquire into the degree of the 
necessity, would be to pass the line which circum- 
scribes the judicial department, and to tread on 
legislative ground.’”’? 

Therefore Congress had power to incorporate the 
bank, the bank had power to establish branches 
within the states without their consent, and the 
states might not tax the branches so established, 
save the real property of the branch, located within 
the state, and then only in common with other real 
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property of the same description throughout the 
state. These same doctrines, especially as they 
relate to the power of the states to tax or interfere 
with the bank, are restated in several other cases 
which grew out of attacks on the bank, similar to 
the attack of Maryland. The cases extend over a 
dozen years, showing how loath the states were, in 
the times of passionate, political banking and crude 
economic thinking, to yield to the idea of national 
control of local institutions and legislation. Ohio 
and Kentucky, as well as Maryland, most reluctantly 
and tardily acquiesced in adverse decisions of the su- 
preme court, like that in the notable case of Osborn 
(auditor of Ohio) vs. the Bank of the United States.’ 

The doctrine of implied powers thus clearly set 
forth received, during the following ten years, in 
relation to the powers of Congress over commerce, 
the militia, and acquisition of new territory, the 
necessary reiteration and reinforcement to make it 
one of the established principles of interpretation of 
the federal Constitution. Nor could it thenceforth 
be applied in any narrow sense to one department 
or line of action. 

A striking enunciation of the wide application of 
the doctrine is given in the opinion of the court in 
the case of Anderson vs. Dunn (1824), in which the 
chief question was as to the right of the House of 
Representatives to exercise the semi-judicial power 
to punish persons outside its body for contempt of 
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the House, extending punishment even to impris- 
onment.' Justice Johnson, speaking for the court, 
used even stronger terms than Marshall had done: 
“The genius and spirit of our institutions are hostile 
to the exercise of implied powers. Had the facul- 
ties of men been competent to the framing of a sys- 
tem of government which would have left nothing 
to implication, it cannot be doubted that the effort 
would have been made by the framers of the Con- 
stitution. But what is the fact? There is not in 
the whole of that admirable instrument a grant of 
powers which does not draw after it others, not ex- 
pressed, but vital to their exercise; not substantive 
and independent, indeed, but auxiliary and subor- 
dinate. The idea is utopian that government can 
exist without leaving the exercise of discretion some- 
where, .. . The science of government is the most 
abstruse of all sciences . . . and practically consists 
in little more than the exercise of a sound discretion 
applied to the exigencies of the state as they arise. 
It is the science of experiment.” At the beginning 
of an era of internal improvements at federal ex- 
pense, of protective tariffs, with a great civil war 
and its consequent financial and monetary ques- 
tions in the future, such words as these are both 
prophetic and ominous. From the high plane of 
such broad, constructive, statesman-like interpreta- 
tion it would be but a step into the morass of dema- 
gogic loose construction. 
16 Wheaton, 204. 2Ibid., 225. 
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The first decision distinctly establishing the right 
of the United States government to acquire new ter- 
ritory was in the case of the American Insurance 
Co. vs. Canter, in 1828; but it really falls into this 
gtoup of great decisions, for it related directly to 
the acquisition of Florida, and impliedly to all other 
acquisitions. Chief-Justice Marshall used sweeping 
words in this opinion to justify such purchases as 
that of Louisiana, about which Jefferson had had so 
many—but not too many—constitutional scruples: 
“The Constitution confers absolutely on the gov- 
ernment of the Union the power of making war and 
of making treaties; consequently, that government 
possesses the power of acquiring territory either by 
conquest or by treaty.”’' Since the delivery of this 
decision defining so broadly and yet so explicitly the 
power to add new possessions to the United States, 
neither Democrat nor Republican has seriously 
raised the question of the right of the United States 
so to act. Criticisms of special acquisitions have 
been directed to the expediency, procedure, of mo- 
rality of the addition, but never to the general con- 
stitutional right to acquire. Probably the court 
would justify, on the same general ground, the re- 
versal of the process, by which the United States 
might transfer possession of part of its territory to a 
foreign power, for example, the Philippines or Porto 
Rico.” The adjustment of the boundary of Maine 
and the settlement of the Oregon question are cases 
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illustrating approximately the exercise of this power 
of alienation. 

While the supreme court was thus defining its 
own great functions and establishing on a. broad 
basis the powers of the national government; while 
it was giving elasticity and adaptability to the 
phrases of the Great Charter of the Union, it was 
engaged in the no less desirable and necessary work 
of defining and limiting the legislative and judicial 
powers of the states so far as they related to the 
Constitution and powers of government of the 
United States. Here, again, it was the function of 
the judicial department to reinforce the tendency 
of the times, to emphasize the nation and its powers, 
and to delimit more exactly the area within which 
the states might exercise their oft-asserted and much- 
cherished freedom, sovereignty, and independence. 
With impartial hand the court levelled, on the one 
hand, the pretensions of old states like New York, 
Virginia, and New Hampshire, whose people had 
created the Constitution and the national govern- 
ment, and, on the other hand, the still more intem- 
perate, defiant pretensions of new states like Ohio 
and Kentucky, whose existence as states had been 
derived from the national government. 

One of the cardinal questions to be settled by 
the court pertained. to the relation of the court 
itself to the laws and courts of the states. Could 
cases be appealed from the state courts to the 
United States courts? Could the supreme court 
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declare unconstitutional the acts of a state legis- 
lature? 

Several cases briefly described set forth this pow- 
er; in the famous case of Martin vs. Hunter’s Les- 
see, which was decided in 1816, the issue was first 
squarely raised. The court of appeals of Virginia 
refused to obey the mandate of the supreme court 
of the United States, and called in question the con- 
stitutionality of the section of the great judiciary 
act of 1789 which provided for appeals from the 
state courts to the supreme court.’ In a large sense, 
there was involved the authority of the supreme 
court to decide upon the constitutionality of both 
state and federal laws. The court held, in this case, 
through the decision written by young Justice Story, 
that the twenty-fifth section of the act of 1789 re- 
lating to appeals was constitutional; that the Con- 
stitution operated upon the states in their corporate 
capacity; that the law-making bodies of the states 
were in every case under the Constitution and 
bound by the paramount authority of the United 
States.? 

The appellate jurisdiction of the supreme court 
over the state courts in the matters mentioned in 
the statute of 1789 was thus definitely established, 
even though there were renewed assertions during 
the next few years that the different branches of 
the federal government could not be allowed to 


1U.S. Statutes at Large, 1., 80 (1780, chap. XxX., sec. 25). 
+3 Wheaton, 304, 323, 342, 343. 
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determine the limits of their own functions.! The 
spirit of the Virginia and Kentucky resolutions died 
hard, but after 1816 the court was on high and se- 
cure ground. Five years later, in the case of Cohens 
vs. Virginia, Marshall further reinforced the opinion 
of the court that the states and their laws were sub- 
ject to the jurisdiction of the court. Justice Field 
asserts, in a recent decision, that ‘no doctrine of this 
court rests upon more solid foundations, or is more 
fully valued and cherished, than that which sus- 
tains its appellate power over state courts where 
the Constitution, laws, and treaties of the United 
States are drawn in question, and their authority is 
denied or evaded, or where any right is asserted 
under a state law or authority in conflict with 
them.” ? 

The application of the constitutional provision 
forbidding the states to pass laws impairing the 
obligation of contracts was first made in the case of 
Fletcher vs. Peck, in 1810, in which the court held 
that grants, as of land, are contracts, whether made 
by a law of a state, or otherwise by an individual; 
and that the nullification of grants so made, by 
repeal of the law, constituted-a violation of contracts 
by the state itself.* The court went immeasurably 
further in 1819, in the famous Dartmouth Col- 


1For a discussion of the attitude of the Ohio legislature in 
1820, see McMaster, United States, 1V., 500-503. 

26 Wheaton, 264; Williams vs. Bruffy, 192 U.S., 253. 

*6 Cranch, 87. 
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lege case.! The legislature of New Hampshire had 
made radical changes in the charter of the college, 
without the consent of the trustees, who alleged 
that the act so modifying the charter impaired the 
obligation of the contract between the state and 
the college, and was therefore unconstitutional. The 
chief argument for the college was made by Daniel 
Webster in a speech which gave him rank as one of 
the first and most eloquent constitutional lawyers 
in the country. The arguments were heard by the 
court in March, 1818, but the court was unable to 
come to any agreement on the points presented, and 
continuance for a year was ordered. How far the 
agreement of the majority of the court was due to 
careful consideration of the case on its merits, and 
how far its members were moved by outside press- 
ure most skilfully applied, is an open question. Mr. 
Henry Cabot Lodge, in his Daniel Webster, asserts 
that, in all probability, personal and partisan in- 
fluences played no small part in securing this great 
decision, in which four justices joined with the chief- 
justice.* 

The opinion of Marshall, speaking for the court, 
is one of his strongest, and the concurrent opinion 
of Justice Story “one of his most distinguished 
labors in the department of Constitutional law.”’ 4 
The nature of contracts and of the law of corpora- 


14 Wheaton, 518, 624. 
* Webster, Writings (National ed.), X., 194. 
3 Lodge, Webster, 92-096. 4 Story, Story; 14 322. 
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tions was discussed at length, and the conclusion 
reached that the charter of the college was a contract, 
that the act of the legislature which modified this 
charter in a material respect without the consent 
of the trustees was an impairment of that contract, 
and, so, unconstitutional and void. The issues in- 
volved in this decision were most momentous, for 
nearly all charters and contracts, and the statutes 
relating to them, were under the immediate control 
of the states. With this precedent, all of these 
might be brought before the court for review, and 
quite probably the decision in this case enlarged the 
jurisdiction of the highest federal court more than 
any other judgment ever rendered by it. Certain it 
is that the increase in the population of the United 
States, the vast multiplication of charters of in- 
corporation incident to changed business methods, 
and the intricate complexity of later industrial 
and financial organization have all given cumu- 
lative significance to this decision of the court 
interpreting a very simple sentence of the Consti- 
tution. 

While the principle thus laid down has been re- 
peatedly reasserted in more recent years, its im- 
portance has been somewhat diminished, so far as it 
restricts the powers of legislatures over charters, by 
the fact that new constitutions or amendments and 
statutes have provided that such charters shall be 
subject to legislative alteration and control, save 
those in existence at the adoption of the Constitu- 
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tion or the passage of the law. In another case in 
the same year as the Dartmouth College case, the 
court declared unconstitutional that part of a law 
of New York regulating bankruptcy, by which a 
debtor must be released from prison and discharged 
from all previously contracted debts upon turn- 
ing over all his property in a manner described. 
Such a method of discharging a debt was declared 
an impairment of the obligation of contracts, 
since the obligation of the debtor to use his prop- 
erty in cancelling his indebtedness extends to 
future acquisitions as well as to past accumula- 
tions.’ 

The control of commerce by the states before the 
adoption of the Constitution had been large, if not 
exclusive; and the difficulties in carrying on inter- 
state and foreign commerce before 1787 were re- 
sponsible for the grant to Congress of the simple but 
tremendous power “to regulate commerce with for- 
eign nations, and among the several states.”” What 
is commerce? What constitutes regulation? How 
far may the United States restrain indirect interfer- 
ence by the state in interstate or foreign commerce ? 
Scarcely any questions of constitutional interpre- 
tation so widely affect the every-day affairs of the 
people of the nation as do these relating to commerce, 
unless, indeed, it be those concerning the currency 
of the nation. The court first addressed itself to 
such questions in the case of Gibbons vs. Ogden, 


1 Sturges vs. Crowninshield, 4 Wheaton, 122. 
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which came up from New York in 1824. That state 
had passed a law conferring upon Robert Fulton 
and Robert R. Livingston exclusive rights of navi- 
gating the waters within the jurisdiction of that 
state with vessels moved by fire or steam. In de- 
ciding that the law was invalid so far as the grant 
of a monopoly prohibited vessels licensed by the 
United States for the coasting trade—for example, 
vessels plying between New York and New Jersey— 
from entering the waters of New York, the court 
entered deeply into the meaning of the word com- 
merce. “Commerce, undoubtedly, is traffic, but 
it is something more; it is intercourse. It is the 
commercial intercourse between nations, and parts 
of nations, in all its branches, and is regulated by 
prescribing rules for carrying on that intercourse. ... 
All America understands and has uniformly under- 
stood the word ‘commerce’ to comprehend naviga- 
tion.””1 Thus Marshall laid down once for all the 
great principles of the law of interstate commerce, 
and succeeding decisions have been but confirma- 
tions and expansions of these principles, so that now 
they apply not merely to exchange of material 
commodities, but to transportation by land and 
water, and to communication by coach, boat, rail- 
road, telegraph, and telephone. 

Three years later, in the case of Brown vs. Mary- 
land, which was decided in 1827, the court declared 
unconstitutional a law of Maryland which inter- 


19 Wheaton, 1, 190. 
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fered with foreign commerce by requiring importers 
to take out a license and pay a license-fee. Whether 
this act imposed a tax or aimed to regulate the occu- 
pation of importing, it was an interference with a 
form of commerce whose regulation was exclusively 
within the power of Congress, for a tax on a person 
on account of his business is a tax on the business 
itself.’ 

It is difficult at this late day, when the principles 
established by this series of great decisions have 
become so universally accepted, to understand the 
shock which they gave to the men who belonged to 
the stricter sect of the Republicans, men who had 
fought and won political bettles for strict construc- 
tion, for reserved rights of the states, for the re- 
duction of powers in the federal government. Of 
these Jefferson was chief, and his detestation and 
fear of Marshall gradually extended to the whole 
court, despite the fact that after 1811 only two of 
the seven justices on the supreme bench were of 
Federalist appointment. All save the chief-justice 
and Justice Washington, both Virginians, were ap- 
pointees of Jefferson and his intimate friends, who 
maintained the Virginia succession. Yet Jefferson 
wrote to friends, about 1820, that the court was 
“construing our Constitution from a co-ordination 
of a general and special government to a general 
and supreme one alone’’; and, further: “The great 
object of my fear is the federal judiciary. That 


‘12 Wheaton, 419. 
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body, like gravity, ever acting, with noiseless foot, 
and unalarming advance, gaining ground step by 
step, and holding what it gains, is ingulphing in- 
sidiously the special governments into the jaws of 
that which feeds them.’’ 4 

The ex-president described in a general way the 
process and method accurately, but what he did not 
understand, and could not understand, was that the 
Constitution was being interpreted, in these great 
decisions, by men of the highest legal attainments 
and historical sense, men of the finest patriotism and 
devotion to the Constitution as the fundamental 
law of a nation of vast possibilities. Because they 
were such men, and “neither abstractionists of the 
French school nor dialecticians under the state- 
rights and strict construction dogmas,” ? succeeding 
generations of jurists, statesmen, and administra- 
tors of the government have risen up to applaud the 
soundness and wisdom of their interpretation of the 
Constitution. 

Though the supreme court was the last of the 
three departments of the government to exert its 
influence on the process of nationalization, it abun- 
dantly justified Washington’s judgment of it as 
“that department which must be considered as the 
keystone of our political fabric.” * Through wars 


1 Jefferson, Writings (Federal ed.), XII., 177, 178 (letter to 
Thomas Ritchie, December, 1820), 201 (letter to Judge Roane, 
March, 1821). 2 Sumner, fackson, 132. 

3 Washington, Writings (Ford’s ed.), XI., 434 n. 
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and factions, through expansion and industrial trans- 
formation, through wisdom arising out of experi- 
mentation and endowment, the arch of Washing- 
_ ton’s vision stood solid and complete. The United 
States in full nationalism found itself. 


CHAPTER XIX 
CRITICAL ESSAY ON AUTHORITIES 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL HELPS 


HE most useful and convenient guide to the material 

upon which this volume is based is Josephus Nelson 

Larned, Literature of American History, a Bibliograph- 
tcal Guide (1902), which gives not only titles, but some criti- 
cal comment on the contents and characteristics of the more 
important books. Channing and Hart, Guide to the Study 
of American History (1896), and Albert Bushnell Hart, 
Handbook of the History, Diplomacy, and Government of the 
United States (1901), give certain detailed references for a 
great number of topics and subdivisions of subjects re- 
lating to constitutional and diplomatic matters. Justin 
Winsor, Narrative and Critical History of America (8 vols., 
1886-1889), contains some materials on the period here treat- 
ed, but is less complete and satisfactory than for the earlier 
periods, and does not include the voluminous literature of 
the last sixteen years; chaps. iv.—vii., of vol. VII., are not 
detailed discussions, but rather summaries with critical 
notes, of the constitutional history, wars, political parties, 
and diplomacy of the United States. The foot-notes in 
Henry Adams, History of the United States of America dur- 
ing the Administrations of Jefferson and Madtson (9 vols., 
1889-1891), and the critical essays on authorities in The 
American Nation, XII. and XIV., will be found suggestive 
and helpful. 


GENERAL SECONDARY WORKS 


By far the most important secondary work upon the 


earlier part of the period under consideration, from 1811 to 
VOL. XIII.——22 
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1817,is Henry Adams, History of the United States of Amer- 
ica during the First and Second Administrations of James 
Madison, being vols. V. to IX., as cited above. Itisa 
work of rare erudition, thoroughness, critical insight, and 
vigor of style. Mr. Adams made such extensive use of 
unpublished material in the American, British, and French 
archives that his books might almost rank as source ma- 
terial, and every one who writes upon the history of the 
United States from 1801 to 1817 must acknowledge a 
large debt to these scholarly volumes and to their brilliant 
author. The more important general histories dealing 
with this period are: Richard Hildreth, History of the United 
States (6 vols., 1851, and later reprints), strongly Federal- 
ist in sympathies; James Schouler, History of the Umited 
States of America under the Constitution (6 vols., rev. ed., 
1894-1899), a judicious, well-proportioned, scholarly work, 
somewhat marred by a clumsy style; Woodrow Wilson, 
History of the American People (§ vols., 1902), rather 
sketchy on this period; John Bach McMaster, History of 
the People of the Umited States (5 vols., 1883-1900), espe- 
cially valuable for citations of uncommon sources; The Cam- 
bridge Modern History, VIII., The United States (1903), an 
excellent volume of its kind, being a group of monographs 
of rather uneven merit, prepared by thirteen writers prom- 
inent in their special fields; Edward Stanwood, History 
of the Presidency (1898), the revised form of his earlier 
work known as the History of Presidential Elections (1884), 
a very convenient and reliable volume, though it lacks foot- 
notes and references. Carl Russell Fish, The Civil Service 
and the Patronage (1905), the best book on appointments 
and removals, and Mary Parker Follett, The Speaker of the 
House of Representatives (1896), deal with special phases of 
the period. 


BIOGRAPHICAL WORKS 
Closely connected with the general secondary material 


are the numerous biographies of men who were active 
during the whole period from 1810 to x820. Some of these 
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{ 
are written so largely from the diaries, letters, and papers 
of their subjects as almost to make the volumes source 
material. In this latter class belong Henry Adams, Life 
of Albert Gallatin (1879), which appeared in the same year 
as Adams’s edition of the Writings of Albert Gallatin; 
James Parton, Life of Andrew Jackson (3 vols., 1860); 
Octavius Pickering (and Charles W. Upham), Life and 
Times of Timothy Pickering (4 vols., 1867-1873). Of the 
biographies of James Madison, Sydney Howard Gay, 
James Madison (1884), while brief and severely critical, is 
an excellent biography of the fourth president; Gaillard 
Hunt, Life of James Madison (1902), prepared by the 
editor of the new edition of the Writings of Madison, 
lacks proportion, only a sixth of the whole volume being 
devoted to the eight years of Madison’s presidency. An 
elaborate estimate of Madison and Monroe by a man who 
knew both intimately, is John Quincy Adams, Lives of 
James Madison and James Monroe (1850), two public ad- 
dresses put into book form. 

Of James Monroe no large and adequate biography has 
been written, such as may be expected when the Monroe 
manuscripts in Washington are finally in print. Daniel 
Coit Gilman, James Monroe (1883), is a simple and direct 
account of Monroe’s services; the bibliographical part is 
by J. Franklin Jameson. Five other volumes of the Amer- 
ican Statesmen Series are especially valuable and often 
illuminating: Carl Schurz, Henry Clay (2 vols., 1887); John 
T. Morse, John Quincy Adams (1882); John Austin Ste- 
vens, Albert Gallatin (1884); Henry Adams, John Randolph 
(1882); Henry Cabot Lodge, Daniel Webster (1883). Per- 
haps the most useful of these volumes, covering as it does 
the whole of the period from 1811 to 1819, and discussing 
the outcome of policies then inaugurated, is Schurz’s life of 
Henry.Clay. The life of Marshall is best set in relief in an 
admirable little essay of recent date by a great legal scholar, 
Joseph Bradley Thayer, John Marshall (igor). 

The views of the New England Federalists are well set 
forth in the life of Pickering, cited above; in Henry Cabot 
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Lodge, Life and Letters of George Cabot (1878); and in 
Edmund Quincy, Life of Josiah Quincy of Massachusetts 
(1867). Other biographies which furnish valuable ma- 
terial are William W. Story, Life and Letters of Joseph 
Story (2 vols., 1851); Henry Wheaton, Some Account of 
the Life, Writings, and Speeches of William Pinkney (1826), 
later condensed for vol. VI. of Sparks’s American Biog- 
raphy; John P. Kennedy, Memoir of the Life of William 
Wirt (2 vols., rev. ed., 1860); Julia Perkins Cutler, Life and 
Times of Ephraim Cutler (1890), which contains copies of 
many important documents for the history of the west; 
and Amos Kendall, Autobiography (1872), really a biog- 
raphy prepared from Kendall’s notes by his son-in-law, 
William Stickney. 


GENERAL SOURCES 


The sources from which the history of this period may 
be written are at once abundant, accessible, and readily 
worked with permanent results. The great collections of 
congressional, parliamentary, and official papers are sup- 
plemented by extensive published collections of the public 
papers and private letters of the leading statesmen, while 
several periodicals of the time give clear notions of the 
popular ideas and movements relating, for example, to 
migration and immigration, internal improvements, and 
banking. 

The Journals of the Senate and of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the State Papers and Documents of the 
sessions of Congress between 1811 and 1819, are very rare 
in their original form, and not easy to use. Later repub- 
lications in four great collections furnish a much more con- 
venient medium, notwithstanding the omission of a few use- 
ful papers in the discretion of the editors and publishers. 

(1) The Debates and Proceedings in the Congress of the 
United States, with an Appendix containing Important State 
Papers and Public Documents, and all Laws of a Pub- 
lic Nature, 1789-1824 (42 vols., 1834-1856), is commonly 
known and referred to as the Annals of Congress. The 
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title sufficiently expresses the nature of the collection, 
which was “‘compiled from authentic materials” nearly 
fifty years after the earlier portion was first written. It is 
not, like the Congressional Record, a verbatim, official ac- 
count of the speeches and proceedings; it combines the 
Journals with more or less full and accurate contemporary 
reports of the speeches, especially those made in the House 
of Representatives, many of them being revised by their 
authors. The Annals of Congress are generally recognized 
as authentic and acceptable reports of the proceedings of 
the two Houses so far as they go. Thomas Hart Benton, 
Abridgment of the Debates of Congress from 1789 to 1856 
[in reality 1850] (16 vols., 1857-1861), is a convenient col- 
lection made up from the Annals of Congress and not 
sparing of speeches by T. H. Benton. Many of the speeches 
and documents in these collections appear also in Niles’ 
Weekly Register and in the American State Papers. 

(2) Along with these congressional documents stands on 
one side the Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the 
Senate, 1789 to 1891 (27 vols., 1828-1901), and on the other 
side the Statutes at Large of the United States, 1789 to 1845 
(8 vols., 1845, also in other editions). The laws in these 
and similar volumes of the Statutes at Large do not follow 
absolutely a chronological order. The most convenient 
edition of the decisions of the supreme court is that edited 
by Associate Justice Benjamin R. Curtis, Reports of the 
Decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States, 1790- 
1854 (22 vols., 6th ed., 1881). 

(3) For diplomatic results the standard compilation is 
Treaties and Conventions concluded between the United 
States of America and other Powers since July 1776 (1889). 
Francis Wharton, Digest of International Law of the United 
States (3 vols., 2d ed., 1887; new edition announced by 
John Bassett Moore, 1906); John Bassett Moore, History 
and Digest of International Arbitrations to which the United 
States has been a Party (6 vols., 1898), furnish a great 
amount of material for the study of the processes and re- 
sults of foreign negotiations. There are numerous editions 
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of the public papers of the presidents, the most complete 
and inclusive being James D. Richardson (editor), A Com- 
pilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 1789- 
1897, published by the Authority of Congress (10 vols., 1896- 
1899), inexcusably clumsy in arrangement and ill indexed, 
but exceedingly convenient. 

(4) The American State Papers (38 vols., 1832-1861), se- 
lected and edited under the authority of Congress by the 
secretaries of the Senate and the clerks of the House dur- 
ing the years of publication, make a most important and 
almost indispensable collection. It is divided into ten 
classes: Foreign Relations, 1789-1828 (6 vols., 1832-1857); 
Indian Affairs, 1789-1827 (2 vols., 1832-1834); Finance, 
1789-1828 (5 vols., 1832-1859); Commerce and Navigation, 
1789-1823 (2 vols., 1832-1834); Mulitary Affatrs, 1789- 
1838 (7 vols., 1832-1861); Naval Affairs, 1794-1836 (4 
vols., 1834-1861); Post Office, 1790-1833 (1 vol., 1834); 
Public Lands, 1789-1837 (8 vols., 1832-1861); Claims, 
1790-1823 (1 vol., 1832); Mzscellaneous, 1789-1823 (2 vols., 
1834). While many of the papers gathered in these large 
folio volumes, especially those relating to foreign affairs 
and finances, appear in the other collections already men- 
tioned, the excellence of the selection and arrangement 
and their fine typography make them uniquely valuable, 
and no apology for constant reference to them is needed. 

Among the sets of parliamentary and state papers of 
Great Britain, Hansard’s Parliamentary Debates covers 
the whole period treated in this volume, and gives full 
reports of the speeches in both Houses. The Parliamentary 
Papers, year by year, contain a great amount of material 
relating to the United States, as, for example, the volume 
devoted to the ‘‘Hearings on the Effects of the Orders in 
Council,’”’ in the series of 1812, and the ‘‘Papers relating 
to the War with America”’ in the series for 1814-1815, vol. 
III. The lack of a satisfactory index makes it difficult to 
use these papers with any economy of time. 

The collections of state documents, save the statutes, 
even for the older states, are not large or in convenient 
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shape. Those most likely to prove serviceable are the 
Massachusetis Acts and Resolves, 1810 to 1820; the Penn- 
sylvania Statutes at Large, for the same years; South Caro- 
lina Statutes at Large, 1682-1838 (10 vols., 1836-1873); and 
the Revised Code of Virginia (2 vols., Ay, 

Next to the great collections of government documents, 
and almost in a class by itself, stands unquestionably 
Hezekiah Niles (editor), Niles’ Weekly Register (later Na- 
tional Register) (76 vols., 1811-1849). It is a broad-minded, 
judicious summary of the news of the country and of the 
world, with comment, contributions, clippings from con- 
temporary journals, and reprints of many public docu- 
ments; it constitutes a remarkable storehouse of varied 
and valuable material for the historian, to be used steadily 
and always with profit. A similar work of narrower scope, 
inferior in every way, is Barent Gardenier (editor), The 
Examiner (5 vols., 1813-1816). 

Other collections of source material are Albert Bushnell 
Hart (editor), American History told by Contemporaries, 
III., 1783-1845 (1900); William MacDonald (editor), Select 
Documents Illustrative of the History of the United States, 
1776-1861 (1898). The selections in both volumes, often 
brief, are made in a discriminating manner, though the 
student will frequently regret the omission of certain de- 
sired documents. 

Four books dealing with the Hartford Convention and 
the New England phase of the War of 1812 may be classed 
as sources by a slight stretch of the word: Theodore Dwight, 
History of the Hartford Convention (1833); Henry Adams, 
Documents relating to New England Federalism, 1800-1815 
(1878); John Lowell (‘A New England Farmer”), Mr. 
Madison’s War (1812); and Matthew Carey, The Olive 
Branch, or Faults on Both Sides (1814 and many other 
editions). 

COLLECTED WRITINGS AND MEMOIRS 


The material in this class is so abundant and rich in this 
period as to merit a special section co-ordinate with the 
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sources. The papers of the statesmen of the time have 
been collected with much zeal and patience, and the later 
editions, as a rule, have been edited with excellent, scholar- 
ly discretion. The Letters and Other Writings of James 
Madison, published by order of Congress (4 vols., 1865), and 
the Papers of James Madison (edited by Henry D. Gilpin, 3 
vols., 1840), will soon be superseded by a more complete 
and accurate edition edited by Gaillard Hunt, under the 
title The Writings of James Madison, comprising his Pub- 
lic Papers and Private Correspondence (5 vols., 1900). The 
intimate correspondence kept up between Madison and 
Jefferson gives particular importance to The Writings of 
Thomas Jefferson (edited by Paul Leicester Ford, 10 vols., 
1892-1899; also 12 vols. [‘‘ Federal ed.,’’ usually cited in 
this volume], 1904-1905). For other editions, see the bib- 
liographical chapters in the preceding volumes of the Amer- 
tcan Nation. No complete or adequate edition of the writ- 
ings of James Monroe has yet been published. The Writings 
of James Monroe, including a Collection of his Public and 
Private Papers and Correspondence (edited by Stanislaus 
Murray Hamilton, 7 vols., 1798-1903), seems to leave 
much to be desired in the way of thoroughness and accu- 
racy. 

The Works of John Caldwell Calhoun (edited by Richard 
K. Crallé, 6 vols., 1853-1855) is largely made up of selections 
from Calhoun’s numerous speeches in Congress, changed 
somewhat from their form in the Annals of Congress. The 
close connection of Henry Clay with all the great move- 
ments and policies of the United States from 1811 to 1819, 
and the readiness and passionate vigor with which he 
spoke in and out of Congress, give peculiar value to the 
Lije, Correspondence, and Speeches of Henry Clay (edited 
with Life, by Calvin Colton, 6 vols., 1857; alate reprint, with 
an introduction by Thomas B. Reed, 7 vols., 1898). The 
Writings and Speeches of Daniel Webster (National ed., 18 
vols., 1903) is useful, though Webster was less active and 
influential in this period than was Clay. The Letters of 
Daniel Webster (edited by Claude Halstead Van Tyne, 1902) 
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contains letters and a speech on the War of 1812 omitted 
from the usual editions of Webster’s works. f 

Because of the uniquely varied and efficient services of 
the two great secretaries and diplomats, the Memoirs of 
John Quincy Adams, comprising portions of his Diary from 
1795 to 1848 (edited by Charles Francis Adams, 12 vols., 
1874-1877), and the Writings of Albert Gallatin (edited by 
Henry Adams, 3 vols., 1879), are of cardinal importance, 
especially in relation to diplomacy and finance and to the 
characters of the public men of the times. Nowhere else is 
there such an analytical, day-by-day discussion of the 
motives and characteristics of his contemporaries and of 
important administrative measures of the United States 
from 1817 to 1825 asin the Memozrs of Adams. Gallatin, 
more reserved and secretive than Adams, never made any 
man his confidant, much less a diary. 

Other collections of like sort, but less necessary to a full 
understanding of the period, might be likened to the Minor 
Prophets: The Life and Correspondence of Rufus King 
(edited by Charles R. King, 6 vols., 1894-1900) ; Diary and 
Letters of Gouverneur Morris (edited by Anne Cary Morris, 
2 vols., 1888); Memoirs and Letters of Dolly Madison 
(edited by her grandniece, 1886); Memotrs of Lieutenant- 
General [Winfield] Scott, LL.D. (2 vols., 1864), written by 
himself nearly fifty years after the War of 1812; James 
Wilkinson, Memoirs of my Own Times (3 vols., 1816), 
elaborate and entirely untrustworthy; Public and Military 
Papers of Daniel D. Tompkins, 1807-1817 (edited by Hugh 
Hastings, 3 vols., 1898-1902). 


FOREIGN RELATIONS 


The most important papers and discussions relating to 
the intercourse between the United States and Great 
Britain, France, Spain, and Russia are to be found in the 
volumes of the American State Papers, Foreign Relations; 
the Appendices of the Annals of Congress; Niles’ Register; 
the Parliamentary Debates, and the Parliamentary Papers, 
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already noted. The documents which appear in these 
collections are usually printed in full; but, of course,many 
are omitted, and the research of Henry Adams in the 
British and French archives shows how highly important 
some of these unpublished papers are. Much light is cast 
upon these relations by the Correspondance de Napoléon 
lier, publiée par Vordre de l’Empereur Napoléon III. (32 
vols., 1858-1870); Memoirs and Correspondence of Robert 
Steward, Viscount Castlereagh (12 vols., 1851-1853); Au- 
gustus Granville Stapleton, George Canning and his 
Times (1859), and H. W. V. Temperley, Life of Canning 
(1905). : 

The peace negotiations of 1814-1815 and the preceding 
attempt at mediation by Russia may be well traced in the 
Memoirs of John Quincy Adams and in the Writings of 
Albert Gallatin. One phase of these discussions is treated 
at length in John Quincy Adams, The Duplicate Letters, 
the Fisheries, and the Mississtppt: Documents relating to the 
Transactions at the Negotiations of Ghent (1822). For the 
later period, Richard Rush, Residence at the Court of Lon- 
don, 1817-1825 (3d ed., edited by Benjamin Rush, 1872), 
and Occasional Productions, Political, Diplomatic, and 
Miscellaneous (edited by his executors, 1860), will be 
found valuable. The fisheries question is summarized in 
convenient and scholarly fashion in Charles Burke El- 
liott, The United States and the Northeastern Fisheries 
(1887). 

The general histories of American diplomacy deal at 
greater or less length with this particular period. Theo- 
dore Lyman, Jr., The Diplomacy of the United States, 1778- 
1828 (2d ed., 1828), though somewhat antiquated, is still 
useful. Eugene Schuyler, American Diplomacy and the 
Furtherance of Commerce (1886), discusses neutral rights, 
fisheries, and the Mississippi. John W. Foster, A Century 
of American Diplomacy (1900), chap. vii., and Justin Win- 
sor, Narrative and Critical History of America, VII., chap. 
vii., give brief accounts, as does John Bassett Moore, Ameri- 
can Diplomacy (1905), chaps. ii., v. 
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THE WAR OF 1812 


Source material relating to the War of 1812 is both 
abundant and varied. The American State Papers, espe- 
cially the volumes on Foreign Relations, Military Affairs, 
Naval Affairs, and Commerce and Navigation, are rich in 
reports, statistics, and discussions; while the British Par- 
liamentary Papers are in like manner indispensable. Nat- 
urally, the brilliant exploits of the little American navy 
have produced a large crop of books on that side of the 
contest, and along with them, even before the close of the 
war, came a dismal series of apologies of unsuccessful mil- 
itary commanders and bickering officials. 

Akin to the American State Papers are Official Letters of 
the Military and Naval Officers of the United States, 18 12- 
1815 (edited by John Brannen, 1823), a reliable and com- 
prehensive collection, and Historical Register of the United 
States [1813-1814] (edited by T. H. Palmer, 4 vols., 1814- 
1816). Two contemporary works from the English side 
are of great importance, though both are seriously marred 
by the bitterest controversial and partisan spirit, which 
now and then manifests itself in downright vituperation 
and scurrility; William James, A Full and Correct Account 
of the Chief Naval Occurrences of the Late War between Great 
Britain and the United States (1817), and A Full and Correct 
Account of the Mulitary Occurrences of the Late War between 
Great Britain and the United States (2 vols., 1818). . These 
books were written from the sources, and many of the 
official documents—for example, the reports of the com- 
manders of the British expedition against Washington—are | 
reprinted in the text or in the appendices. Theodore 
Roosevelt, The Naval War of 1812 (3d ed., 1883, and Sag- 
amore ed., 2 vols., 1900, besides other editions), was written 
largely to combat in vigorous fashion the prejudice and 
bias of James. It is a reliable and scientific treatment 
of the subject. For William Laird Clowes, The Royal Navy, 
a History (7 vols., 1897-1903), VI., chap. xii., Mr. Rooseveit 
has written a still briefer, less controversial, and more 
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interpretative account of the war, ‘“‘as remarkable for its 
analytical insight as for its impartial plain-speaking.”’ 

Edgar Stanton Maclay, History of the United States Navy 
from 1775 to 1901 (new ed., 3 vols., 1901-1902), and Hzs- 
tory of American Privateers (1899), are the best and most 
comprehensive works dealing in detail with the work of the 
volunteer and regular navy. By far the ripest and most 
philosophic treatment accorded the naval warfare of 1812 
to 1815 is Alfred Thayer Mahan, The War of 1812 (Serib- 
ner’s Magazine, January, 1904—January, 1905), soon to be 
reprinted in book form. The first chapters, discussing the 
causes of the war and its relation to American commerce, 
are especially significant. George Coggeshall, History of the 
American Privateers and Letters of Marque during our War 
with England (1856), written long after the war by one of 
the privateer captains, and Gomer Williams, History of the 
Liverpool Privateers (1897), are valuable. The story of 
one of the famous ships of the navy is told in Ira Nelson 
Hollis, The Frigate Constitution (1900). 

From the biographical side, the most useful accounts of 
the naval warfare are in Alexander Slidell Mackenzie, Life 
of Stephex Decatur (1846 and 1864); Cyrus Townsend 
Brady, Stephen Decatur (1900); John M. Niles, Life of 
Oliver Hazard Perry (1820); David Porter, Journal of a 
Cruise made to the Pacific Ocean (2 vols., 1815), a book all- 
important for the understanding of the remarkable cruise 
of the Essex; David Dixon Porter, Memoir of Commodore 
David Porter (1875), based in part upon the preceding 
Journal. 

The military operations of the war have naturally re- 
ceived much less comprehensive treatment than the naval: 
the story is both disheartening and discreditable, and the 
treatment by contemporaries, for the most part, either 
apologetic and explanatory or bitterly critical and re- 
criminative. Few of these authorities cover more than a 
portion of its campaigns. William Hull, Defence of Briga- 
dier-General Hull, with an Address to the Citizens of the 
United States (1814); H. A. S. Dearborn, Defence of Generai 
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Henry Dearborn against the Attack of General William Hull 
(1824); John Armstrong, Notices of the War of 1812 (2 vols., 
1836-1840), a brief account of the military operations by a 
man who was secretary of war under Madison, and who 
fortified his argument with quotations from official re- 
ports, correspondence, and documents, but indulged often 
in acrid criticisms and personal prejudices. James Wilkin- 
son, Memoirs of my Own Times (3 vols., 1816), is a tedious, 
disgusting, but necessary book, for its author was one of 
the leading generals, probably the most investigated and 
court-martialled of them all. Charles Jared Ingersoll, 
Historical Sketch of the Second War between the United 
States and Great Britain (2 vols., 1845-1849), and History 
of the Second War between the United States and Great 
Britain, 2d series (2 vols., 1852), is a strongly partisan and 
not altogether reliable story of the war, though written by 
a violently prejudiced Republican member of Congress of 
the war period who had peculiar advantages for knowing 
the inside of things. The book must be used, but always 
with caution, and the same warning applies to Benson John 
Lossing, Pictorial Field-Book of the War of 1812 (1868). 

In an entirely distinct and higher class belong several 
books of American and of English origin. Robert B. 
McAfee, History of the Late War in the Western Country 
(1816), is one of the very best accounts of the conditions 
of the army on the frontier and of the methods of organiz- 
ing, transporting, and handling the troops during the war. 
Moses Dawson, Historical Narrative of the Civil and Military 
Services of Major-General Willtam Henry Harrison (1824), 
is another work of the same thorough and graphic character, 
drawing largely from McAfee’s book. The Niagara cam- 
paigns are well described in Ernest Cruikshank, Docu- 
mentary History of the Campaigns upon the Niagara Frontier, 
1813-1814 (6 parts, 1896-1904). Major John Richardson 
fof the British Army], War of 1812, containing a full and De- 
icilea Narrative of the Operations of the Right Division of the 
Canadian Army (1842; reprinted with notes and a biography 
by A. C. Casselman, 1902), gives some excellent material 
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for understanding the relations of the British and Indians, 
especially those under Tecumseh. For the situation in 
Upper Canada at the outbreak of hostilities, and the meas- 
ures taken to defend the province, see Ferdinand Brock 
Tupper, Life and Correspondence of Major-General Sir 
Isaac Brock, K.B. (2d ed., enlarged, 1847). The letters dis- 
cuss clearly the Indian problem of the provincial admin- 
istration. 

Masses of official papers and reports relating to the cam- — 
paigns around Washington and New Orleans are in the 
American State Papers, Military Affairs; in James, Military 
Occurrences, and in Niles’ Register. Regarding some of 
the proceedings in Washington, reference may be had to 
Memoirs and Letters of Dolly Madison; James Monroe, 
Writings; and the correspondence of Serrurier with the 
French Foreign Office, as revealed by Henry Adams, 
History of the Umited States, VIII., chaps. v. and vi. 
George Robert Gleig, The Campaigns of the British Army at 
Washington and New Orleans (1818), an unusually graphic 
and satisfactory account, was written by an officer of the 
British army who served in the two campaigns. Several 
editions of the book appeared, one of them (Philadelphia, 
1821), containing an appendix for the purpose of correcting 
sundry errors in the work. An anonymous volume, A 
Subaltern in America, comprising his Narrative of the Cam- 
paigns of the British Army at Baltimore, Washington, etc., 
during the Late War (1833), is deliberately modelled after 
Gleig’s books, and incorporates part of the title of another 
book by Gleig, The Subaltern, which deals exclusively with 
the Peninsular Wars. Both Henry Adams and Theodore 
Roosevelt quote this anonymous volume as Gleig’s Sub- 
altern, but a careful examination of the volume, which is 
not without merit, makes it perfectly clear that Gleig 
could not have written it. 

Of primary importance for the New Orleans campaign 
is a volume by Jackson’s chief-engineer, Major A. Lacarriére 
Latour, Historical Memoir of ihe War in West Florida and 
Louisiana in 1814-1815 (transl. from the French, 1816), 
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James Parton, Life of Andrew Jackson, 11.; Henry Adams, 
History of the United States, VIII., chaps. xii—xiv.; and 
Theodore Roosevelt, Naval War of 1812, I1., chap. iv., 
give good brief accounts of the operations on the lower 
Mississippi. 


FINANCES, THE BANK AND THE TARIFF 


On these subjects as on several others relating to the 
war and the reconstruction following, the great mines ot 
information are the American State Papers, Finance; the 
Annals of Congress; Niles’ Register; Reports of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, 1790-1828, usually quoted as Reports on 
the Finances. Only here and there has an important paper 
in the official file escaped inclusion in these collections. Mat- 
ters pertaining to state finances and state banking must 
usually be sought for in the laws of the states and in re- 
ports of state officers and legislative committees. The 
most available of these are the statutes and reports of 
Massachusetts, New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, South 
Carolina, Ohio, and Kentucky. A most convenient and 
reliable compilation covering these subjects is Adam Sey- 
bert, Statistical Annals; . . . founded on Official Documents, 
1789-1818 (1818). Another work, by an able contem- 
porary member of Congress, is Timothy Pitkin, A Statistical 
View of the Commerce of the United States, including also an 
- Account of Banks, Manufactures, and Internal Trade and 
Improvements (2d ed., 1835). 

Three secondary authorities are especially noteworthy: 
Davis Rich Dewey, Financial History of the United States 
(1903), an admirably concise, clear, and scholarly one- 
volume history of the finances of the United States, with a 
careful, up-to-date equipment of detailed references and 
‘bibliography; Frank William Taussig, Tariff History of the 
United States (4th ed., 1898), a series of essays rather than 
a consecutive statement, but the most useful general ac- 
count of the tariff; Ralph C. H. Catterall, The Second Bank 
of the United States (1903),a most thorough, comprehen- 
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sive, and scholarly history of the bank, written with the ut- 
most care from the sources, with unusually detailed, al- 
most ostentatious, citations. Edward Stanwood, American 
Tariff Controversies in the Nineteenth Century (2 vols., 
1903), is a pretentious book, whose author so plainly holds 
a brief for protection that doubts necessarily arise as to his 
impartiality. 


SOCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CONDITIONS 


Kven in the decade from 1810 to 1820 the United States 
did not lack for travellers and critics who came from the 
Old World in a more or less friendly mood for observation. 
On the other hand, the country as a whole desired to make 
its resources known, and the western states particularly 
encouraged immigration; and these sentiments led to nu- 
merous books and pamphlets describing the advantages 
of American conditions and prospects. 

For a complete and trustworthy account of social and 
material conditions of New England and New York in 
this period, no other work is comparable to Timothy 
Dwight, Travels in New England and New York (4 vols., 
1821, 1822), made up from notes taken by the president of 
Yale College on numerous journeys in those states. A 
more superficial view, colored by officialism and politics, 
is in A Narrative of a Tour of Observation made during the 
Summer of 1818 by President James Monroe through New 
England and the northwest. John Melish, Travels in 
the United States, 1806-1807, 1809-1811 (2 vols., 1812); 
John Bradbury, Travels in the Interior of America in the 
Years 1809, 1810, 1811 (1817), a sympathetic account by 
an intelligent Englishman, who sought information likely 
to be helpful to immigrants; E. Mackenzie, An Historical, 
Topographical, and Descriptive View of the United States 
of America and of Upper and Lower Canada (1819), a work 
made up with much care, and especially valuable for its 
discussions of conditions and wages of labor, particularly 
in the west; Henry Bradshaw Fearon, A Narrative of a 
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Journey of Five Thousand Miles through the Eastern and 
Western States of America, containing Eight Reports ad- 
dressed to Thirty-nine English Families (1818), the result of 
a shrewd, thorough, and definite investigation, with strong 
emphasis on the economic and social conditions in the 
west; Thomas Hulme, Journal made during a Tour in the 
Western Countries of America (pt. III. of William Cobbett, 
A Year's Residence in the United States, 1819), and John 
Bristed, The Resources of the United States (1818), have each 
very considerable merits, being written, for the most part, 
with fair-mindedness and careful preparation or experi- 
ence. Of special value for one section of the west are 
Morris Birkbeck, Notes on a Journey in America (1818), 
and Letters from Illinots (1818), the reliable, discriminating 
statements of an Englishman who came to settle in the new 
land. Robert Walsh, An Appeal from the Judgments of 
Great Britain respecting the United States (1819), is an ear- 
nest, almost intemperate, attempt to refute some of the 
bitter and unsympathetic criticisms of America and Amer- 
icans which so long characterized the accounts of European 
travellers. 


INTERNAL IMPROVEMENTS 


Large masses of source material on this subject will be 
found in American State Papers, Public Lands, V., Mts- 
cellaneous, I., I1., and Niles’ Weekly Register; while the long 
discussions as to principles and methods are in the Annals 
of Congress and in the writings of Clay, Monroe, Madison, 
and Calhoun. Several volumes of Archer Butler Hulbert, 
Historic Highways of America (1902), give fairly satis- 
factory accounts of different enterprises, though they leave 
the impression that the author has ploughed his field 
rather superficially. The volumes germane to this dis- 
cussion are, Waterways of Western Expansion (1903), The 
Cumberland Road (1904), Great American Canals (2 vols., 
1904). David Hosack, Memoir of De Witt Clinton (1829), 
treats, in the appendix, of the movement which led to the 


Erie Canal, and of Clinton’s part in it. 
VOL. XIII.—23 


320 RISE OF AMERICAN NATIONALITY [1811 


THE SUPREME COURT - 


In all matters concerning the great decisions on con- 
stitutional questions, the court speaks for itself in the 
reports of the decisions of the supreme court during the 
period from 1790 to 1830, usually cited under the name of 
the editor or official collector of the reports for any given 
group of years: A. J. Dallas, 1781-1800 (4 vols.); W. 
Cranch, 1801-1815 (g vols.); H. Wheaton, 1816-1827 (13 
vols.); R. Peters, 1828-1842 (16 vols.). Several judicious 
abridgments have been made, usually preserving the 
original pagination in the margin, to insure uniformity of 
reference. The most useful and common is Benjamin R. 
Curtis, Reports of Decisions of the Supreme Court; but R. 
Peters, Condensed Reports, 1790-1827 (6 vols.), also covers 
the great decisions of the time of Marshall. John Marshall, 
Writings on the Federal Constitution (edited by J. H. Per- 
kins, 1839), gathers the decisions of the great chief-justice. 
Two convenient and admirable collections of abridged de- 
cisions are James Bradley Thayer, Cases in Constitutional 
Law (2 vols., 1894, 1895), and Emlin McClain, Cases on 
Constitutional Law (1900). Henry Flanders, The Lives 
and Times of the Chief- Justices of the Supreme Court (2 vols., 
1855-1858, later ed. 1881), is still the standard work on 
the general history of the court for the earlier period. 
Hampton L. Carson, The Supreme Court, ... Its History (2 
vols., 1892), is a mediocre account of the court’s history. 
W. W. Story, Life and Letters of Joseph Story (2 vols., 
1851), is highly valuable for the light which it casts on the 
personnel and procedure of the court. Similarly illumina- 
tive are the Writings of Daniel Webster, which contain 
several of his great arguments in constitutional cases 
before the supreme court, as, for example, in the Dart- 
mouth College case. Severe strictures on the court and 
on Marshall abound in the writings of Thomas Jefferson. 
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Jackson’s 
treaty and cession, 132. 

Crillon, Edward de, and Hensye 
exposures, 65. 

Cumberland Road, beginning, 
247; appropriations, 248. 

Cutler, Ephraim, bibliography, 


312. 


rising, 
campaign, 


130; 
lig aes 


Dacres, J. R., defeated, 108. 
Dallas, A. J.,on finances (181s), 
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216; as secretary of treasury, 
220; and bank, 221-224; 
and resumption, 229; report 
on manufactures, 236. 

Dane, Nathan, Hartford Con- 
vention, 161. 

Dartmouth College case, 301- 


303. 

Dearborn, Henry, as head of 
army, 78; plan, 86; campaign 
(1812), 93, 94; armistice, 94; 
relieved of command, 96; and 
New England militia, 152; 
bibliography, 320. 

Debt, federal, loan (1812), 59, 


81; treasury notes, 60; war, 
188. 

Decatur, Stephen, captures 
Macedonian, 109; Algerine 


War, 197; bibliography, 320. 
Decrees. See Neutral trade. 
Detroit, campaign (1812), 88- 

93; surrender, g1-93; re- 

covered, 99 
Drummond, Gordon, Lundy’s 

Lane, 104. 


East Florida. See Florida. 
East Indies, American trade, 


261. 
Eastport, Maine, captured, 143. | 


Economic conditions, war 
prices, 188. See also Com- 
merce, Finances, Fisheries, 
Internal improvements, Man- 
ufactures, Tariff. 

Elections, presidential (1812), 
62; (1816), 202. 

Elliot, Jesse, in War of 1812, 
122. 

Embargo, war, 60, 158. 

Erie, Lake, Perry’s fleet, 
battle, 123; effect, 123. 

Erie Canal, construction, 249- 
251; size, cost, 251. 

Essex, cruise and 
120. 

Eustis, William, as secretary 
of war, 93; resigns, 96. 
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capture, 
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1 Farracut, D. G., Essex cruise, 
121. 

Federalist party, and admis- 
sion of Louisiana, 15-17; and 
election of 1812, 62; Henry’ s 
exposures, 64-66; intrigue 
with Foster, 66; denational- 
ized, 195; bibliography, ZIT, 


Bile: See also Elections, New 
England. 

Finances, pending war, 57-60, 
81; New England and war, 
156-158; cost of war, 188; 
during war, 216-223; rev- 
enue (1816), 240. See also 


Banks, Tariff. 


Fisheries, in Ghent negotia- 
tions, 183, 184; agitation 
(1815-1818), 262-264; con- 


vention (1818), 265; bibliog- 
raphy, 318. 

Fletcher vs. Peck, 3or. 

Florida, Madison’s message 
(18zz),) 265 ‘Seeret, act» 27. 
Amelia Island, 28; influence 
on final cession, 31; in War 
of 1812, 128-130, 146, 273; ir- 
ritation, 271; negro and Ind- 
ian marauders, 272; coveted, 
272; value to Spain, 272; 
negro fort, 274; Spain’s ob- 
ligation for order, 274, 284; 
orders to Jackson, 275; his 
expedition, 276-278;  atti- 
tude of administration, 278- 
281; Spain’s protest, 280, 
282; debate in Congress, 281; 
Adams’s ultimatum, 283 - 
285; treaty of cession, 285- 
287; delay in ratification, 287; 
Spanish land grants, 288. 
See also West Florida. 


Foreign affairs, bibliography, 
313, 317, 318. Seealso Flor- 
ida, Ghent, Impressment, 


Neutral trade, War of 1812, 
and countries by name. 

Fort Wayne treaty, 34. 

Foster, A. J., Chesapeake affair, 


INDEX 


41; negotiations, 
Federalists, 66. 
Frolic defeated, rog. 
Fulton, Robert, canal commis- 

sion, 250. 


42; 


Garnes, E. P., brigadier - gen- 
eral, 103. 

Gallatin, Albert, and state port- 
folio, 5; and Smiths, 5, 8; 
and bank, 6, 11; resignation 
declined, 12; financial re- 
ports (1811-1812), 57; peace 
commissioner, 171, 172, 177; 
in London, 174; Ghent ne- 
gotiations, 178-185; on peace, 
185; on Crawford, 205; on 
Calhoun, 212; as financier, 
216; internal improvements, 
246; commercial convention, 
259; treaty of 1818, 265- 
270; bibliography, 311, 317. 

Gambier, Lord, peace com- 
missioner, 176. 

General Armstrong, privateer, 
IIs. 

Georgia “and Amelia Island, 


30. 

Gerry, Elbridge, governor, 19; 
vice-president, 62. 

Gerrymandering, origin, 19. 

Ghent, peace of, meeting of 
commissioners, 175-178; ne- 
gotiations, 178-185; treaty, 
185; reception, 185; ratifica- 
tion, 186; bibliography, 318. 

Gibbons vs. Ogden, 304. 

Gibbs, Sir Samuel, New Or- 
leans expedition, 145. 

Giles, W. B.; and Gallatin, 8; 
and bank recharter, 9; and 
West Florida, 25; and dec- 
laration of war, 69. 

Girard, Stephen, and second 
bank, 227. 

Goulburn, Henry, peace com- 
missioner, 176. 

Governor Tompkins, privateer, 
116, 


and | Great 
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Britain, issues after 
Ghent treaty, 259; commer- 
cial convention (1815), 260- 
262; fishery question, 262- 
264; treaty (1818), 265-270; 
slave-trade and search, 260, 
270. See also Impressment, 
Neutral trade, War of 1812. 

Griswold, Roger, governor, 20; 
and call for militia, 152. 

Grundy, Felix, enters Congress, 
St 

Guerriére captured, 108. 


Haco, Francis, Indian proph- 
Ctnai7k 

Hamilton, Paul, secretary of 
navy, resigns, 96. 


Hampton, Wade, campaign 
(1813), or, 102; resigns, 
102. 


Hanson, A. C., mobbed, 71; 
congressman, 73. 

Harrison, . H.4 on British 
aid for Indians, 33; Tippe- 
canoe, 35; commands west- 
em army, 97; and Raisin 
River massacre, 98; advance, 
99; Thames River, 99; presi- 
dential timber, 198; bibliog- 
raphy, 321. 

Hartford Convention, call, 161; 
delegates, 162; report, 162; 
measures suggested, 162-165; 
effect on administration, 165; 
committee to Congress, 165; 
effect on participants, 166; 
debates, 166; bibliography, 
320. 

Henry, John, exposures, 64- 
66 


Hull, Isaac, defeats Guerriére, 
108. 

Hull, William, as general, 78; 
march to Detroit, 89; plans 
betrayed, 89; in Canada, go; 
surrenders Detroit, 91; court- 
martial, 92; bibliography, 
320, 
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ILuinotis admitted, 256. 

Immigration, amount, 245. 

Impressment, Chesapeake af- 
fair, 41; Little Belt affair, 45, 
46; renewedagitation against, 
48; extent, 76; in Ghent ne- 
gotiations, 182. 
Indiana, population (1810, 
1816), 256; admitted, 256. 
Indians, idea of land cessions, 
31; irritated by trespassing, 
32; British arms, 32-34; ces- 
sions, 34, 132; Tecumseh’s 
agitation, 34; Tippecanoe, 
35, 36; and western cam- 
paigns, 100; Creek War, 130- 
132; in Ghent negotiations, 
178-181; Seminole War, 273- 
278. 

Incorcott Jared, candidacy, 63. 

Internal improvements, need, 
88, 246, 256; Gallatin’s plan, 
246; Cumberland Road, 247, 
248; effect of War of 1812, 
247; state action, 248; Erie 
Canal, 249-251; Madison’s 
attitude, 251; bill and de- 
bate (1817), 252-254; veto, 


254; Monroe’s objections, 
255; congressional defence 
(1818), 255; bibliography, 


325. 

Iron, tariff (1816), 239; (1818), 
241. 

Izard, George, major-general, 
103, 127. 


Jackson, ANDREW, on Ten- 
nessee militia, 80; muster 
against Florida (1813), 128- 
130; Creek War, 130-132; 
major-general, 132; at Pen- 
sacola (1814), 146; New Or- 
leans, 146-149; presidential 
timber, 198, 281, 282; char- 
acter, 213; Florida orders 
(78r7);) 275; Rhea. letter, 
275; Florida expedition, 276- 
278; and administration, 278— 
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281, 283; congressional de- 
bate, 281; bibliography, 311. 
Fava defeated, 109g. 
Jay, John, resigns justiceship, 


291. 

Jefferson, Thomas, on Hull, 92; 
on protection, 235; and Mar- 
shall, 292; on supreme court, 
306; writings, 316. 

Johnson, William, on implied 
powers, 297. 

Jones, William, secretary of 
navy, 96; secretary of treas- 
ury, 171, 216; bank presi- 
dent, 228. 


KENDALL, Amos, on army 
(1814), 79; bibliography, 312. 

Kentucky, state army, 159. 

Kentucky and Virginia reso- 
lutions and Hartford Con- 
vention, 162. 

King, Rufus, candidacy, 202; 
bibliography, 317. 

Kingston blockaded, 124. 


LanspowneE, Lord, repeal of 
orders in council, 73. 
Lawrence, James, defeats Hornet, 
111; defeated and killed, rrr. 
Lee, Henry, and Baltimore riot, 


73- 

Leib, Michael, and Gallatin, 8; 
and declaration of war, 69. 
Lingan, J. M., and Baltimore 

riot, 73. 
Literature, new impulse, 200. 
Little Belt affair, 45. 
Liverpool, Lord, on War of 
1812, 83. 
Livingston, R. R., canal com- 
mission, 250. 


Louisiana, admission, 15-17; 
boundaries, 17. 
Louisiana purchase, western 


boundary defined, 286. 
Lowndes, William, enters Con- 
gress, 51. 
Lundy’s Lane battle, 104. 


INDEX 


McCuttocu vs. Maryland, 294- 
296. 

Macdonough, Thomas, 
Champlain, 125-127. 

Macedonian captured, 109. 

McHenry, Fort, bombardment, 
142, 143. 

McKee, John, Florida commis- 
sioner, 27. 

Macomb, Alexander, brigadier- 
general, 103; Plattsburg, 125, 


Lake 


i272 

McQueen, Peter, Indian proph- 
Ct2 77. 

Madison, James, and factions, 
4, 5; cabinet, 5, 12-15, 96, 
141, 172; impotence, 11; and 
West Florida, 23-25; and 
East Florida, 26-30, 128, 
271; and French duplicity, 
38, 44, 47; Tevives non-in- 
tercourse, 38; proposes em- 
bargo, 60; and war party, 
60; re-elected, 62, 63; and 
Henry’s disclosures, 64, 65; 
war message, 67; and Hull, 
89, 93; and suspension of 
hostilities, 94; responsible 
for failures, 97; on Niagara 
campaign (1814), 105; and 
Washington campaign, 136- 
141; On recruiting, 152; and 
New England militia, 153; 
and Hartford Convention, 
165; peace commissioners, 
171, 174; and Ghent treaty, 
186; programme (1815), 195, 
223; bank veto, 222; on pro- 
tection, 235; and internal 
improvements, 251, 254; bib- 
liography of administrations, 
309 — 318; biographies, 311; 
writings, 316. 

Maine, British occupy coast, 
143. 

Maiden importance, 88; burned, 


99. 2 : 
Manifest destiny doctrine, 27. 
Manufactures, displace com- 
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merce, 231; size (1812-1816), 
232; War monopoly, 233; 
European competition, 233, 
240; ask protection, 234, 235, 
241; Dallas’s report, 236. 
See also Tariff. 

Marque and reprisal, letters au- 
thorized, 69. See also Priva- 
teering. 

Marshall, John, influence on 
bench, 292; on implied pow- 
ers, 294; On acquisition of 
territory, 298; on control 
over state laws, 301; on vio- 
lation of contracts, 302; on 
commerce, 305; bibliography, 
wns 205 

Martin vs. Hunter’s Lessee, 300. 

Maryland, Federalists regain 
control, 73. 

Massachusetts, ‘‘ Boston Res- 
olutions,’”’ 18; Republican 
success and measures, 19; 
Henry’s exposures, 64-66; 
bank craze, 217; judiciary 
and politics, 291. See also 
New England. 

Matthews, George, Florida com- 
missioner, 27; encourages re- 
volt, 28; and Amelia Island, 


29. 

Militia, in War of 1812, 79, gr, 
94; New England, and war, 
152-156. 

Miller, M. S., on state armies, 
160, 

Milne, Sir David, fishery order, 
264. 

Mims, Fort, massacre, 131. 

Mississippi admitted, 256. 

Mississippi River navigation in 
Ghent negotiations, 183, 184. 

Missouri, territory, 257; desire 
for admission, 257. 

Missouri Compromise, 257. 

Mobile, occupied, 129; British 
at, 149. 

Money, treasury notes, 60; 
specie in New England (1814), 
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157; suspension of specie pay- 
ments, 218-220; resumption, 
229. 

Monroe, James, 
state, 13; on Amelia Island, 
Bor and Foster, 42; on orders 
and decrees, 43-45; and 
Henry’s exposures, 65; and 
Armstrong, 97; and Coch- 
rane’s retaliation order, 135; 
in Washington campaign, 
137; secretary of war, 141; 
and New England militia, 555 
and war finances, 160; and 
Hartford Convention, 16 Ge 
and Russian mediation, 170; 
and direct negotiations, 173; 
yields on impressment ne- 
gotiations, 183; elected presi- 
dent, 202; political character, 
203; cabinet, 204-206; and 
political unity, 206; tour, 
207; and internal improve- 
ments, 255; and Florida, 271; 
and Jackson’s expedition, 
275, 278-282; bibliography 
of administration, 310-318; 
biographies, 311; writings, 
316. 

Morier, J. P., and West Florida 
proclamation, 25. 

Morris, Gouverneur, on Hart- 
ford Convention, 164; canal 


commission, 250; bibliogra- 
phy, 317. 

NanTUCKET and embargo 
(G34) Ferro: 


Napoleon I., and neutral trade, 
37-39), 44, 46-48; Russian 
campaign, 169; fall, 174. 

Nationalism, period of Lise) 35 
and War of 1812, 82, 191- 
194; and slavery, 21s; and 
supreme court, 307. 

Navy, increase defeated (1812), 
57; character in war, 80, 106, 
110; policy, 107; duels, 1o8- 
111; losses, 188; peace estab- 


lishment, 196; Algerine War, 
196; bibliography, 319, 320. 
See also War of 1812. 


secretary of| Neutral trade, non-intercourse, 


37-40; feigned withdrawal 
of decrees, 37, 44, Lhe 
French seizures, 39,44; Brit- 


ish require withdrawal of 
decrees first, 39, 42; dis- 
honest, 46; French release 
cargoes, 48; final embargo, 
60; restrictions affect British 
manufactures, 73; orders re- 
pealed, 73 “5 

Neuville, Hyde de, and Florida 
negotiations, 28 

New England, and new states, 
15, 16, 18, 254; opposition 
to war, 71, 150; and priva- 
teering, 113; militia and war, 
r52-156; and war finances, 

trade with 


156-158, 210; 
enemy, 158; secession fa- 
vored, 160; Hartford Con- 


vention, 161-167; and peace, 
186; growth of manufactures, 
231-234; bibliography, 315. 
See also states by name. 

New Orleans, importance of 
possession, 145; Pakenham’s 
expedition against, 145; Brit- 
ish advance, 146; Jackson’s 
defence, 147; battle; 147-140; 
bibliography, 3225 

New York,state army,159; bank 
craze, 217; canals, 249-251. 

New York City and war party, 
67. 

Niagara campaigns (1812), 95; 
(1814), 103-105; bibliogra- 

Bebe 


phy, 
Nichols, Edward, Florida fort, 


272. 

Niles, Hezekiah, on impress- 
ment, 48; on unity in war, 
Gps Register as source, 315. 

Non-intercourse act, repealed, 
37; revived against England, 
seas. 


INDEX 


Northwest, Indian friction 
(1811), 31, 32; British and 
Indians, 32-34; 
and Prophet, 34; Tippecanoe, 
35, 36. See also War of 
1812, West. 


Onis, Luts DE, and Jackson’s 
expedition, 280, 282; ne- 
gotiations, 285. 

Ontario, Lake, control in War 
of 1812, 124. 
Orders in council. See Neu- 

tral trade. 

Oregon, joint occupation, 267; 
rival claims, 267; Spanish 
claim ceded, 286. 

Oswego captured, 124. 

Otis, H. G., Hartford Conven- 
tion, 161. 


PAKENHAM, SiR EDWARD, sent 
against New Orleans, 134, 
145; advance, 146, 147; bat- 
tle, 147, 148; killed, 148. 

Paper money, treasury notes, 
60; bank notes in war time, 
217-220. 

Peacock defeated, 111. 

Pennsylvania, state army, 159; 
bank craze, 217; internal im- 
provements, 249. 

Pensacola, Jackson’s expedi- 
tions, 146, 273, 278. 

Perry, O. H., construction of 
fleet, 122; battle, 123; its ef- 
fect, 123; bibliography, 320. 

Pickering, Timothy, threatens 
secession, 161; bibliography, 


3Il. 
Pinckney, Thomas, as general, 


8. 

Pigkney, William, leaves Eng- 
land, 40; and declaration of 
war, 68; bibliography, 312. 

Pitkin, Timothy, on banking 
capital (1812), 156. 

Plattsburg, battle, 125, 127. 

Politics, era of personalities, 


Tecumseh } Population, 


335 


214. See also Elections, and 

parties by name. 

Indiana (1810, 
1816), 256; Mississippi (1816), 
256; Missouri territory (1812, 
TSS) 0257. 

Porter, David, cruise in Essex, 
120; bibliography, 320. 

Porter, P. B., in Congress; 51; 
resolutions on foreign affairs 
(r811), 52; Niagara cam- 
paign, 95; and Smyth, 96. 

President and Litile Belt, 45, 
46. 

Prevost, Sir George, armistice, 
94; invasion of New York, 
125; Lake Champlain, 125- 
127; retreat, 127; court-mar- 
tial, 127; suggests retaliation 
for burnings, 135. 

Prices, war, 188. 

Privateering, conditions favor- 
ing, 112, 113; New England’s 
attitude, 113, 114; activity, 
114-116; on British coast, 
116; effect, 117; and slave- 
trade, 269; bibliography, 320. 

Proctor, Henry, Raisin River 
massacre, 98; retreat, 99. 

Prophet, agitation, 34. 


QUEENSTOWN, attack, gs. 

Quincy, Josiah, and necenenen 
of Louisiana, 15, 16; and 
French sequestrations, 39; 
bibliography, 312. 


Ratsin River massacre, 98. 

Randolph, John, on Madison’s 
impotence,12; and war party, 
53, 67; on conquest of Cana- 
da, 85; and second bank, 
226; on tariff, 240; bibliog- 


raphy, 311. 
Religion, liberal movement, 
199: 


Representation, Gerrymander- 


ing, 19. 
Republican party, factions, 4; 
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nationalized, 194-196, 29 
See also Elections and fea 
ers by name. 

Revenue, federal (1816), 240. 

Rhea, James, on Indian war 
(S12) Oe 

Rhea letter, 275 

Riall, Phineas, Chippewa, 103. 

Sie Baltimore (1812), 71- 


Rodgers: John, Little Belt af- 
a 45, 46; cruise (1812), 


Ro "Robert, plan, 133-136; 
advance on Washington, 1375 
Bladensburg, 137-139; in 
Washington, 139; advance 
on Baltimore, 141; killed, 


142. 

Roumanzoff, Count, and War 
of 1812, 169-1 ae 

Rush, Richard, treaty of 1818, 
265-270 

Russell, Jonathan, and French 
sequestrations, 48; and sus- 


pension of hostilites, 943 
peace commissioner, 174, 
177, 184. 


Russia, mediation, 169-173. 
Rutledge, John, resigns jus- 
ticeship, 291. 


SackeTt’s Harsor blockaded, 
I24. 

St. Marks captured, 277. 

Scott, Winfield, brigadier-gen- 
eral, 103; in Niagara cam- 
paign, 103; presidential tim- 
ber, 198; bibliography, 317. 


Search, right of, and slave- 
trade, 269, 270. See also 
Impressment. 


Secession, New England threat- 
ens, 16, 160, 166; avoidance 
(1815), 193. See also Hart- 
ford Convention. 

Seminole Indians, 


war, 273- ane 
Serrurier, J. M. P., and with- 


Jackson’s 


drawal of decrees, 44; and 
Henry’s exposures, 65. 

Sevier, John, in Congress, 51. 

Shannon defeats Chesapeake, 
Til. 

Shelby, Isaac, 
portfolio, 205. 

Sherbrooke, Sir J. C., in Maine, 
144. 

Shipping, superiority of Ameri- 
can, 112; effect of war, 190. 


declines war 


Slavery, growing issue, 214; 
and nationalism, 215; and 
development of west, 258; 
British indemnity (1818), 
268. 


Slave-trade, America and in- 
ternational suppression, 269; 
acts against, 270. 

Smith, Robert, as secretary of 
state, 5; and Gallatin; Ge 
thwarts administration, Be 
dismissed, 13-15. 

Smith, Samuel, and Gallatin, 
55 8, 58; thwarts adminis- 
tration, 5; and declaration of 
war, 69: defends Baltimore, 
142; and second bank, 226. 

Smyth, Alexander, campaign, 
95; duel, 96; dropped, 96. 

Snyder, Simon, bank veto, 217. 

Social conditions, result of war, 
198; religion, 199; literature, 
200; bibliography, 324. See 
also Slavery. 

Sources on period 1810-1820, 


documents, 312-315; Niles’ 
Register, 315; collections, 
315;, New England, 315; 


writings and memoirs, 315— 
317; War of 1812, 319-322; 
on finances, 323; on social 
conditions, 324; on internal 
improvements, 325; on su- 
preme court, 326. 

South and tariff (1816), 239. 

South Carolina, internal im- 
provements, 249. 

Southwest, Creek War (1813- 


INDEX 


1814), 130-132. See also 
West Florida. 

Spain, spoliation claims, 273. 
See also Florida. 

States, new, 256; control by 
supreme court, 299-301; vio- 
lation of contracts, 301-304. 

‘Stephen, Sir James, and repeal 
of orders, 74. 

Story, Joseph, on threatened 
secession, 160; Marshall’s in- 
fluence, 292; on appeal from 
state courts, 300; on viola- 
tion of contracts, 302; bib- 
liography, 312, 326. 

Strong, Caleb, and control of 
militia, 155. 

Sturges vs. Crowninshield, 304. 

Sugar, tariff on, 239. 

Supreme court, avoids politics, 
290; slow development, 291; 
Marshall’s influence, 292; on 
implied powers, 294-297; on 
acquisition of territory, 298; 
appeal from state courts, 
299-301; on violation of 
contracts, 301-304; On com- 
merce, 304-306; Jefferson on, 
306; and nationalism, 307; 
bibliography, 326. 


TariFF, early protection, 232; 
act of 1812, 232; of 1813, 
232; protective movement 
(1816), 234-236; act of 1816, 
236-240; minimum principle, 
238; and South (1816), 239; 
receipts, 240; iron act (1818), 
241; bibliography, 323. 

Tecumseh, agitation, 34; and 
Hull’s campaign, 90; on 
Proctor’s retreat, 99; killed, 
100; importance, 100. 

Territory, manifest destiny, 27; 
West Florida, 24; Florida, 
285; right to acquire, 298. 

Texas, claim relinquished, 286, 
288. 

Thames River battle, 99. 
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Tippecanoe battle, 35; effect, 


36. 

Tompkins, D. D., and canal, 
250; bibliography, 317. 

Tonnage, war act, 232. 

Toronto, captured, 124; build- 
ings burned, 135. 

Transportation, difficulties of 
war, 87; steam, on western 
waters, 244. 

Travel bibliography, 324. 

Treaties, British (1815), 260- 
262; (1818), 265-270. See 
also Florida, Ghent. 

Troup, G. M., in Congress, 51. 


UNITARIAN movement, 120. 
United States defeats Macedo- 
nian, 109; blockaded, 118. 
Van Buren, Martin, and 

election of 1812, 63. 
Van Rensselaer, Stephen, cam- 
paign, 95; relieved, gs. 
Vetoes, Madison’s bank, 222; 
internal improvements, 254. 
Virginia, favors war, 55; state 
army, 159; internal improve- 
ments, 249. 


WaGNER, JacoB, mobbed, 71, 


2. 

War of 1812, congressional 
war party, 50-52; debate on 
preparation, 52-55; state 
resolutions for, 55; increase 
in army, 56; volunteer force, 
57; finances, 57-60, 81, 156— 
158, 160, 216-223; embargo, 
60, 158; Madison’s attitude, 
60; Henry’s exposures, 64- 
66; Federalist intrigue, 66; 
war spirit, 66; opposition, 
075/70; 7ino2, ESis war mes- 
sage, 67; declaration, 68; 
measures, 69; pro-war riots, 
71-73; and repeal of orders, 
75; continued on impress- 
ment cause, 76; lack of prep- 
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aration, 77; character of 
army, 78-80, 152; of navy, 
80, 106, 110; American ad- 
vantages, 82; and national- 
ism, 82, 191-194; and con- 
quest of Canada, 84-86; 
general plan, 86; lack of com- 
mander, 87; transportation 
difficulties, 87, 88; Detroit 
campaign, 88-93; character 
of land campaigns, 93; Dear- 
born’s campaign (1812), 93, 
94; attempted suspension, 
94; Niagara campaign (1812), 
95; incompetence of secre- 
taries, 96; Madison’s re- 
sponsibility, 97; Harrison’s 
campaign (1813), 97 — 100; 
Wilkinson’s campaign (1813), 
100-102; new generals, 103; 
Niagara campaign (1814), 
103-105; naval policy, 107; 
naval duels, 1o8—111; their 
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